Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing tliis resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for in forming people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http: //books .google .com/I 



MODERN PANTHEISM 



ESSAY 



ON 



RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHY. 



BY M. EMILE SAISSET, 

Prof ex tor of the History of Philosophy in the Faatliy of Letters of Paris. 

WITH MARGINAL ANALYSIS, NOTES, 
CRITICAL ESSAY, AND PHILOSOPHICAL APPENDIX. 



VOLUME I. 



EDINBURGH: 
T. & T. CLARK, 38 GEORGE STREET. 

LONDON : HAMILTON, ADAMS, & CO. 
DUBLIN: JOHN ROBERTSON & CO.; AND HODGES & SMITH. 

1863. 



JZro. /. ^. 



^Dt)ertt)3!ement 



The clergyman whose name was originally ad- 
vertised as Translator of this book is not respon- 
sible for its opinions. He was unwilling that it 
should appear without larger commentaries and 
explanations than were admissible in a work of 
the sort. The translation has, however, been 
finished most carefully, and the public will lose 
nothing by the withdrawal of the original editor. 



The running analysis upon the margin, the notes 
enclosed between brackets, a single essay in the 
second volume, (pages 193-228}, and the Index, 
are the only portions which, have not come from 
M. Saisset's pen. ./....* " 

The reader's particular attention is invited to 
the Appendix, both for his own sake and in justice 
to the eminent author of the Essai de Phthsophie 
Religieuse. 

In a critical essay in the second volume, we 
have ventured to speak freely, but not, we hope, 
disrespectfully, of some points, which we should 
have wished otherwise. Upon subsequent study 
of M. Saisset's other writings, we made the extracts 
given in the Appendix (and especially No. L), that 
readers might judge how far our view was correct. 

We would ask theological and philosophical 
students to read the extract No. II. with peculiar 
attention. It gives those passages from St. Angus- 
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tine which are the key to much of the Essai de 
Philosophie Religiense^ especially to M. ^aisset's 
doctrine of time and eternity, and his much-con- 
tested theory of the relative infinity of creation. 
It may also serve as an introduction to the 
metaphysics of the Plato of the Christian Church. 

M. Saisset is above all a disciple of Plato, and 
of him of whom it has been said, Quicquid dicitur 
in Platone vivit in Augustino. He seems to have 
felt that the task of his life is to conciliate Plato 
and Augustine, Philosophy and Christianity. As 
orthodox theologians we have noted details in this 
essay to which we object; but we cannot help 
thinking that it breathes a spirit and is pervaded 
by a method which Christian thinkers will approve. 
Our English theology and philosophy are in danger 
of degradation from current systems. A work in 
the spirit of St. Augustine, Descartes, and Leibnitz 
may serve to elevate some of those who breathe its 
air. May it tend "to strengthen our belief in 
the preambles of the Christian faith," and espe- 
cially in a Personal God. "Through feith we 
understand that the worlds were framed by the 
word of God. He that cometh to God must be- 
lieve that He is, and that He is a rewarder of them 
that diligently seek Him." 

But let it never be forgotten that this, after 
all, is but the porch, through which the soul 
passes to that holier school, of which Christ is 
the teacher, and His cross the central lesson, in 
which the truth is no longer announced in the 
midst of philosophical disputations, but from the 
oracles of God, and the clouds that encompass 
His Presence. 
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Introduction. 



I PROPOSE to discuss in this Essay the capital pro-ThePer- 
blem of religious philosophy, the Personality of ^^JJf^ ^^ 
God. I wish to state briefly how I have been led chief sub- 
to the consideration of this problem, what its ex-^^^jon" 
tent is, and the circumstances which have invested 
it in our day with a character of peculiar interest 
and seriousness. 

At a period now distant, when I thought my- The au- 
self entitled to emancipate myself from every ledtoTby 
species of tutelage, and to form my own philoso- thecircum- 
phical and religious opinions, I found Pantheism France at 
one of the questions of the day. This was about 5® J^*^!^ 
1840. German ideas had been spreading introduction 
France, since the publication of Madame de Stael's 2[e^^*" 
book. Goethe was read with enthusiasm. His- 
torians and critics drew their inspirations from Less- 
ing, from Herder, from Creuzer, from Niebuhr. 
Men of science consulted Cams and Burdach. 
Kant was deciphered. Listeners were found for 
the startling novelties of Schelling and Hegel. 
The masters of French philosophy were considered 
to be, generally speaking, extremely favourable to 
.the movement. The chief of the eclectic school 
was not the only thinker who was denounced as 
an Hegelian.^ This accusation spared neither 

» [M. Victor Cousin.] 
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the author of Esquisse (Tune Philosophies^ nor the 
knot of former disciples of St. Simon, who at that 
time directed the Encyclopedie Nouvelle. On all 
sides, through the multitudinous echoes of the 
press, in serious books, in light pamphlets, in 
journals and reviews, might be heard the conse- 
crated anathema: Rationalism necessarily termi- 
nates in Pantheism. More than one prelate in his 
charge, more than one preacher from his pulpit 
exclaimed. Between Pantheism and the \Romaii\ 
Catholic faith there is no intermediate position. 
The at- This universal invective, these violent attacks, 
*^'' ^P^ sometimes raised as a challenge, sometimes re- 
Roman ca- pelled as a calumny, caused me to reflect. I was 
trowraS- ^ passionate lover of philosophy, and yet felt no 
ists, led the predilection for Pantheism. I wished to know if 
«amine^*' I was goiug ou to Pantheism without suspecting 
theposition it, and if it was really impossible to believe in 
sophy ne- ^od, and yet to remain a philosopher. What 
cessariiy was I to do ? I barely knew a few words of 
Panthekm. German, and was in no condition to read Hegel. 

I set to work upon Spinoza. 
Study of My first impression, when I began a connection 
Spinoza, with that remarkable person, which was to last 
for several years, was a respectftd sympathy for 
his character, and a lively sentiment of the strength 
of his genius. I loved and admired that child of 
Attractive- a proscribed race, that intractable pupil of the 
cSiacter.* ^bbis, driven from the synagogue, threatened 
with death, exiled, without country, without wor- 
ship, without home, yet finding in the indomitable 
loftiness of his soul, and in the serenity of his un- 
shackled contemplation, an asylum which was 

1 [Lamennais.] 
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inaccessible to all the blows of fete. Gentle, col- 
lected, inoflFensive, suffering everything from men, 
and asking nothing in return, disdainful of report, 
indiflFerent to glory and to riches, sustaining exist- 
ence in his garret on a piece of bread earned by 
polishing glasses, less man than pure intellect, he 
lived without passions, without trouble, and with- 
out hatred, but not without aflFection; for he 
loved liberty and philosophy, he inspired and he 
felt friendship, and could upon one occasion for- 
get his timid reserve, to curse the assassins of 
Jean de Witt at the risk of his own life. Unques- 
tionably there was something seductive and inter- 
esting in such a character and such a destiny. 
Then there was the contrast between this man of 
meagre frame and his vigorous thought, between 
the lofty and patient character and the intrepid 
logic which goes right onward, trampling all ob- 
stacles under foot relentlessly and without deflec- 
tion. In short, the rays of light which shot out 
in every direction as I advanced in the Ethica^ and 
disentangled myself from the complicated network 
of his theorems and formulae, the luminous simpli- 
city of his principles, the geometrical series of 
consequences, the unity of the whole, the beauty 
and harmony of the great lines of this monument 
reared by his genius, had struck, dazzled, and a 
little fascinated me. Still I was far from yielding 
myself to Spinoza. I said, there is some truth in 
this system ; but I added, with a feeling of invin- 
cible repugnance, this system is not the truth. 

I was the more distrustful of Spinoza, because Fluctuation 
I was unable to give a fixed and precise character t*^!*''^'" 
to his doctrine. In proportion as the genius of 
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the philosopher struck me by its firmness and 
consistency, his system appeared to me illogical, 
undecided, and peipetually fluctuating between 
two contrary extremes — Atheism and Mystidsm. 
Hence he WhcQ I read the first book of the Ethica : in 
leneethe pfesencc of the God whom he conceives to be 
nmetiiiKi, nothing but the Universal Substance — and of that 
^J^Ij^^JVa/ara Naturans strippyed of intellect and will, 
whose bhnd and infSfierent activity engenders 
good and evil, beauty and deformity, vice and 
virtue, without design, without choice, without 
end, creating only to destroy, giving life and 
thought to some selected beings, merely to rend 
it away from them for ever, I exclaimed, " Spinoza 
is an Atheist ; the seventeenth century was right." 
Sometime., But whcn I Came to the last part of his book, 
^■a'a. ""' ^ could not Understand how an Atheist could have 
Myrtic. traced these fine theorems which Plato would not 
have disavowed; "The human soul thinks God, 
in thinking itself under the form of eternity." 
And elsewhere, "* We feel, we experience, that 
we are eternal." And then, how else could I 
understand all that theory of the Divine love, con- 
sidered as the mysterious band which enlinks all 
souls and unites them to their principle ? Know- 
ing that Spinoza was a man of the deepest 
sincerity, and delighted to see this geometer 
touched with so lively a sentiment of divine things, 
I said to myself, whatever the age of Pascal and 
Bossuet may have thought, Spinoza is no Atheist; 
Lessing had grounds for restoring him to his 
proper position, and Jacobi and Schleiermacher have 
done a simple act of justice in ranging him among 
the mystics and the saints. 



I 
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These contrary impressions led me to suspect k this 
that there might possibly be a law inherent in^^J,^" 
the very essence of Pantheism, which condenms Atheism 
it, in spite of the intellectual strength of its most cSm tJvT' 
powerftil interpreters, to an eternal oscillation *»'\g^"^^^' 

i '■ ' ,~ • r 1 • • malady of 

between two errors. To veniy this conjecture, «,«y Pan- 
it was necessary to leave Spinoza, his age andjj^^^^^ 
language, and to seek the essence, the idea, therheques- 
law of Pantheism, athwart all its vicissitudes, andt^°° ^"*^ 
under all the different forms with which it hasLswewd 
been able to clothe itself. I set to work to study ^y * ^"" 

T^ , . 1 . . • 1 1 • toncal sur- 

rantheism, beginmng with the most ancient vey of aU 
schools of Greece. I was anxious to follow it in *** «^*»<»^- 
the entire course of its developments, visiting in oi^^ 
turn the Stoic and Alexandrian Schools, Zeno«*«>i«- 
and Chrysippus, Plotinus and Porphyry, then 
Scotus Erigena and the heterodox Mystics of the 
Middle Age; then the Neo-Platonics of the 
Renaissarue^ Michel Servetus and Giordano Bruno* 
But I set myself above all to grasp the first ap- 
pearance of Pantheism in modem philosophy. I And of 
questioned Descartes, Malebranche, Leibnitz; I^y^^hy 
meditated upon Kant and the Criticism of the Pure with a view 
Reason^ and made every effort to understand*^**' 
Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. I only paused in these 
protracted historical studies when I believed that I 
had found the object of my researches, and that 
I was in possession of the leading idea of Pan- 
theism, of the necessary law of its development, 
and of its radical flaw. 

I was satisfied with these results, and, as fre- ^^^^^ 
quently happens in such cases, considerably exag- thor's stu- 
gerated their importance. I considered that I^J^^a 
had escaped completely from Pantheism, and was addressed 
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to Pan- even in a position to refute it. What could the 
laSTof^ disciples of Bruno^ of Spinoza, or of Hegel an- 
which wasswer, when it was said to them, Your leading 
overrated idea is the eternal and necessary consubstantiality 
by him. Qf i^he finite and Infinite; of nature and Gkxl? 
This, according to you, is the Alpha and Omega, 
^J^^^*.the first and the last word of all philosophy. 
istic system You prcteud to escape from the difficulties which 
^v^^'are fatal to other systems, by maintaining this 
idea intact and inviolate, across the whole series 
of the problems of philosophy. It is your boast 
that you do not act like the materialists and 
Atheists, who deny the Infinite, despise the reli- 
gious sentiment, and come to an open rupture 
with the religious traditions of humanity; that on 
the other hand, you do not imitate the idealists 
and mystics in their extravagant negation of the 
finite realities of this living universe. You claim 
to reconcile the finite and the infinite, the senses 
and the pure reason, science and religion. How 
is this effected ? By conceiving nature and God 
as two faces of the one sole and self-same exist- 
ence. God is nature fastened to its immanent 
principle; nature is God considered in the evolu- 
tion of His power. There is not on one side a 
solitary God, on the other an isolated universe : 
the Creator is incessantly incarnated in each of 
His creatures, and becomes each of them in turn. 
It may be said of God that He sleeps in the 
mineral, dreams in the animal, wakens in the 
man. Thus He assumes consciousness of Himself, 
though all the degrees of universal existence- 
This continuous movement of the Divine, this 
progress which causes it to pass through forms 
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that are always new, is the supreme law, is reality, 
is life. 

I appeal to the Pantheists if this is not the This sute- 
meaning of their system, its distinctive and original ™*^^ ^r 
character. But see what happens to them. So lemma* 
long as they remain upon the heights of abstrac- „°°^^ 
tion, there is something seductive and deceptive two grand 
to reason in the apparent clearness of these con- ^™^^, 
ception^, and in the factitious rigour of the rela- human and 
tions which link them together. But as soon as ^*^"'*- 
they leave these abstract notions, and proceed to 
apply their idea to definite problems, they meet 
with a stumbling-block, which is Personality. 
This has two great forms: one which is the 
model, the other which is the copy; one infinite 
and perfect, the other finite, yet sublime in its 
very imperfection. The first is the Providence 
of God, the other is the moral nature of man. 

But what becomes of personality in this system The di 
of the absolute unity of all existences? If the**""*' 
Pantheist wishes to preserve human person- 
ality, his system forces him to do so at the ex- 
pense of the Divine. If, on the other hand, he 
wishes to preserve the Divine Personality, then 
the personality of man escapes and disappears. 
This dilemma is inevitable. 

In fact, from the moment that nature is con-one«hom' 
ceived as the very life of God, it follows that {[jj^f^^^^" 
God is all. I say all^ not in comparison with our human per- 
littleness or by an innocent exaggeration of speech,^ '^'**^*^* 
but rigorously and absolutely, all. For then God 

1 CSuch ** innocent exaggeration " is chiefly found in the religious Mys- 
tics. For instance Fenebn cries : ** Que vois-je dans toute la nature ? 
J)ini, Dieu pariout^ et encore Dieu seul • • • vous enghnttu/m toute ma 
pCDS^ey tout ee qui n^at point vous disparait.** De L'existence de Dieu. 
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is at once the infinite and the finite, eternity and 
time, universal Being and all particular beings. 
There is one only being, there is nothing but 
God. What then at this rate are we, you the 
Pantheist ic philosopher who speak to me, and I 
who listen to you ? Fragments of the Divine life. 
We are evidently not distinct persons, with their 
several lives and their proper destinies; what we 
call our life, our person, our destiny, are pure 
illusions. Finite existence melts away like a 
dream. God alone remains real and living. Man 
has nothing else to do in this world than to let 
the torrent of the Divine life flow within him, 
and lose himself in it, if he can. 
The other Do you shriuk from such an extreme conclu- 
*^^^V sion, and feel all your active powers awake 
hiiatioii.of agsdnst this lethargy of ecstacy? If you wish at 

persOTiaSy. ^^^^ ^^ ^^^^ 7^^^ ^^^^^ personality, and to cling 
to the absolute unity of existence, you must, as 
it were, take from God the reality which you had 
admitted that He possessed. You must conceive 
both yourself and all the beings in the world as 
individual and distinct realities; and then what 
becomes of that universal and impersonal being 
to which you were pleased to leave even yet the 
name of God ? This pretended God is nothing 
more than an abstraction. Taken in itself, it is 
without reality and without life; it has neither 
consciousness, nor love, nor liberty, nor happi- 
ness; it is undetermined being, pure being^ being 
which may become everything in general without 

The poetry of Wordsworth has sometimes been accused of a Pantheistic 
tendency; but only by exercising the torturing powers of the sharpest 
metaphysical subtlety upon the soft and glowing flesh of poetical enthu- 
siasm.] 
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being anything in particular; it is I know not 
what, a chaos, almost a nothing. Take care; you 
are near Atheism. 

If this dialectical process is correct; if the 
medium which the disciples of Spinoza and -Hegel 
wish to hold between Mysticism and Atheism, 
between a God who is all and a God who is 
nothing, be untenable; it follows that Pantheism, 
although it owes its principal attraction to the 
far-fomed power of its logic, is essentially and 
fundamentally illogical. 

This mode of refutation appeared to me irre- Thisdiiem- 
fragable, and even now I think it founded upon "o* cm to 
reason. But as I advanced further into contempo- ^^ ^ °^ 

T% t » 11 11 r f * 1* Pantheism. 

rary r antheism and the problems or religious phi- 
sophy, I saw how far I was from having cut the 
root of great dijficulties. What deceived me as 
to the power of my dilemma was, that I had 
never seriously questioned the Personality of God. 
Influenced by my Christian education; cast from 
my opening manhood into a current of spiritualist 
ideas; used to receive Plato, Descartes, and Leib- 
nitz as the immortal masters of human wisdom; I 
considered the principle of Divine Providence as 
a sort of condition a priori imposed by common 
sense upon every system of philosophy. No 
doubt this illusion was a relic of childish inno- 
cence. It must be confessed that I was far 
behind my age and my country. It was already 
a widely-spread doctrine, not only in Germany, 
but in France and all Europe, that a God distinct 
from the world, a Personal God, the Father and 
the Judge of men, is a superstition. It required 
constant intercourse with the partisans of Pan- 
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last theism, and above all, the deeper study of the 

masters of Germany, Hegel, Strauss, and Feuer- 

bach, before my eyes were opened to the true 

condition of contemporary philosophy. I then 

To push saw that to push the Hegelians to the denial of 

^®^^^^'^^ God's Personality was not, as I had fancied, to 

the person- refute them by a reductio ad absurdum. The 

j^'\^**^^g^ sacrifice, which I supposed impossible, appeared 

no redudio to them the easiest thine in the world. 

'" What 1 they said — ^have you not yet advanced 

beyond this Personal God, concentrated in His 

solitary perfection, who, one day, we know not 

Hegelian why, moved forth from His eternal blessedness to 

Th^m! create the universe ?^ It was hardly worth your 

while to study Spinoza so closely, and you have 

derived but scanty profit from your reading. 

spinozism Whcu Hegel advises young people to read Spinoza, 

m^odest be- ^^ is to accustom them by little and little to get rid 

ginnmg of of the childis^i idea of a Personal God. ^^Thought," 

' he says, " must absolutely elevate itself to the level 

of Spinozism, before rising higher again. Do 

you wish to be philosophers ? Begin by being 

^ [No accusation against Christian Theism is more common among 
the Pantheistic schools than that it presents a << solitary God." A pro- 
found answer to this objection is to be found in the ancient ecclesiastical 
writers. They argue against the proposition that the Godhead is 
fiovwrpbaiOTroSf a single solitary hypostasis^ on the g;round that thus we 
cannot well conceive that airrdpKeia, that perfect bliss which He had 
from all eternity. Thus TertuUian : << Ante omnia Deus erat solus . . . 
cztemm ne tunc quidem solus ; habebat enim secum quam habebat in 
seipso, rationem suam scilicet. Hanc Grzci Aiyop dicant." Advers. 
Prax. Cap. V. And Origen. OiJ Bifut (l<m» . . . diroaTepetffSai t6p 
Qebv To\) &€\ avvbvTos aifn^ K&yov fiopoycpoOSf 2o0^as dirros -^ trpoffh 
XOLtpcv. ofkia yiLp o(f8k del xa^/^wv pari diitrerai. Origen. apud Athanasium. 
Tom. I. p. 277. The passage in Proverbs viii. 22-31, which speaks of 
the Divine wisdom as " daily his delight, rejoicing always before him," 
is a Scriptural confirmation of this, if we bear in mind the necessary 
personality of God's perfect self-manifestation. — See Bishop Bull's Works, 
Vol. TI., p. 9. Let me be allowed to express my regret and surprise at 
the almost total neglect of the writings of Bull and Waterland on the 
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Spinozists : you can do nothing without that. It is 
necessary, before all, to bathe in that sublime ether 
of the sole, universal, and impersonal substance, 
where the soul becomes purified from all particu- 
larity, and rejects all, absolutely all, which it has 
hitherto believed true. You must have arrived at 
that negation which is the emancipation of the 
mind." Here is advice that you have not yet fol- 
lowed. Read Spinoza over again. Let your 
mind be imbued with his idea of substance. You 
will then understand that personality, conscious- 
ness, the EgOj transferred from man to God, are so 
many contradictions. To be a person, to be oneself, 
is to be distinguished from every other person. 

In fact, the Ego^ as Fichte has proved, supposes Fichte*s 
the non ego. Personality only exists on condition ^^^^ 
of a limitation, that is to say, by a negation. From PerwnaUty 
this it follows that Infinite Being, excluding alP^^^^* 
negation and all limit, excludes also all personaJity. 
To conceive God as a person, we must attribute 
to Him the forms of himian activity, thought, love, 
joy, will. But thought supposes variety and suc- 
cession of ideas. Love cannot exist without want, 
nor joy without sadness, nor will without effort, 
and all this implies limitation, space, and time. A 
Personal God is therefore limited, mutable, im- 

Holy Trinity among our younger theological students. By Coleridge 
those writings have been recommended as one of the finest of metaphy- 
sical exercises. And I am sure that their theological principles, once 
imbibed, will form an admirable prophylactic against the Hegelian 
poison floating in the European atmosphere. It is a pity that the 
aberrations of Bishop Bull on Justification, in his Harmoma ApostoUca 
(his first published work), should have been visited upon that great 
prelate's Defensio Fidei Niceefue, I am sorry to be unable to cite here 
a beautifiil passage from one of Mr. Newman's earlier sermons on the 
Trinity, untainted by any trail of Romanism, and as sublime in expres- 
rion as it is primitive and philosophical in conception.J 
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perfect. He is a being of the same species as 
man, more powerful, wiser if you will, but like 
him imperfect, and infinitely below an absolute 
principle of existence. 
Strauss "Personality," says Strauss, "is a self-conceil- 

against In- txated Ego iu opposition to another Ego ; on the 
sonaiity.*^" contrary, the absolute is the infinite, which embraces 
and contains all, and consequently excludes nothing. 
An absolute personality is therefore sheer non- 
sense, an absurd idea. God is not a person by 
the side of and above other persons ; but the 
eternal movement of universal existence which is 
only realized, and becomes objective in the subject. 
^The personality of God must not therefore be 
conceived as individual, but as a universal person- 
ality {Allpersonlichkeit)^ and in place of personify- 
i ng the absolute, we must learn to conceive of it 
as personifying itself ad injinitumr^ 
In what Common sense says that God is omniscient, 
sense, ac- u Commou seuse is right," answers Strauss ; "God 

cordineto . . . , i i n r '^ • 

Straus, IS omniscient, because he embraces all nnite m- 
God is om- telligences, who, in their sum total, represent all 
possible degrees of knowledge."^ In diese finite 
intelligences, in man especially, God assumes self- 
consciousness ; and here we have precisely the 
meaning of the poetic image of Schelling, that 
man is the hero of the eternal epic composed by the 
Divine intelligence. 

I must confess that it was long before I became 
accustomed to this language, and these thoughts, 
and longer still before I clearly saw the extreme 
position to which they tended. Heretofore I had 

1 Strauss, Glaubenskhrey Vol. TI., 505-524. 

2 Ibid, Vol I., p. 575. 
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seen in Pantheism a sincere, though ineffectual, 
effort to reconcile man's conviction of finite reali- 
ties with his aspiration towards God. My pro- 
tracted study of Spinoza had not shaken me in 
this opinion, and it was thus that I explained to 
myself the concealed Christianity, and traits of 
spiritual mysticism, which are spread over his writ- 
ings. On the other side, I was assured that Hegel 
deserved as little as Spinoza the accusation of im- 
piety, and that his philosophy was profoundly . 
spiritual and Christian. I took these declarations and Hegel 
sincerely ; and even now I am inclined to think ^^^p^ 

TO- J TT 1 !• • • • .not inten- 

that bpmoza and Hegel were religious m intention. tionaUy 
But what are individual intentions worth, when^V''^**f 

1 ' 1 1 • 1 r estic, but 

they are opposed to the logical sequence of ideas, of the two 
especially when it is aided and flung forward by tSdendes 
the spirit of the age? We must open our eyes, ?^ Panthe- 
and recognise the feet that contemporary Panthe-"^,^J'' 
ism, placed like every Pantheistic system, between Atheism, 
two opposite tendencies, one of which leads tOschwisne- 
mysticism, and another whose ultimate bourne is ce^^fi^y 
Atheism — has boldly taken its position, and sacri- latter, 
ficed the Personality of God. 

Besides, in our modem Europe, a system which The ex- 
should boldly take for its watchword the negation tl!^ ten^' 
of human individuality would have considerable dency of 
difficulty in persuading the world that it was in ^^^Ibk 
earnest. The sentiment of individuality is super- to modem 
abundant at the present day, and is associated Scm^t" 
with an energetic want not less opposed to Mys- ^^ feeling, 
ticism, — the want of activity. I mean that activity 
which developes itself outwardly, which acts upon 
nature by industry, and upon men by speech and 
thought. For good or for evil, a boundless thirst 
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for terrestrial enjoyments, and a strong yearning 
for external activity, appeared to me to be the 
characteristic of our time. It is therefore very 
natural that the mystic Pantheism of Baader and 
Gcerres should have fallen, and I can well under- 
stand how, on the contrary, the Pantheism of 
Hegel and Feuerbach should have made, and 
daily should be makmg, the naost alarming progress. 
Spread of This general predisposition, and this progress 
^^^^of Hegelian Pantheism, are serious facts. But 
by contem- the foil extent of their seriousness I had not ap- 
^*^ of prehended before considering the present condi- 
phikMophy. tion of philosoptuc schools. Without exaggerat- 
ing the importance of that which is called a school, 
it is certain that all, even the obscurest, indicate 
the various currents of ideas which divide between 
them the spirit of an age. But with the excep- 
tion of that in which I had been educated, I mean 
the spiritual school, with its diverse ramifications, 
it appeared to me that all the rest, even those 
which disdained and those which combatted Pan- 
theism, concurred with it to undermine man's 
faith in Divine providence, and to substitute for 
it the Hegelian idea of impersonal being, the 
indifferent and unconscious cause of everything 

Review of "U* V» * 4. jo 

oontempo- WniCU eXlSIS. 

rary phUo- j^q^ ^g take a rapid survey of the most impor- 
schools in taut of these schools, not to study them in them- 

iJ* onPan- ^^^^^^^ ^^^ solely to establish what they appear to 
theism, have in common. 

I. Critical We shall first meet with a great number of 
or sceptical distinguished thinkers, who, without having a 

schooL " . . . , .1 

conunon ongm, or usmg the same temunology, 
or following any pre-arranged design, form a 



Three sec- 
tions. 
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natural group which I wiU call the sceptical^ or, if 
the term be preferred, the critical^ school. 

Of these philosophers, some draw their inspira- («) s<»to- 
tion from Scotland, and accept the teaching of or*Ha^- 

Hamilton. Ionian. 

Others prefer to attach themselves to Germany 03) oei- 
and to Kant. ™°- 

Some, again, wish to stand by themselves, (7) inde- 
borrowing frpm scepticism one or other only of p®"***"^' 
its ideas, and convinced that they are free to 
reject the rest. 

And what do these philosophers say? That 
the only wise course in matters of religion is to 
leave the idea of God absolutely undetermined. 
In feet, according to them, the supreme law of 
human thought is to determine its objects, that is, 
to conceive them in space, in time, with such and 
such properties, limits, and relations. Hence it 
follows that God, the Absolute, the Immense, the 
Eternal, by His very greatness escapes from human 
thought. To determine the idea of God is, 
according to them, to destroy it ; for it is to indi- 
vidualise and personify that which is universal — 
it is to cramp it into a system, to impose on it the 
form of our imperfect intelligence, to diminish and 
degrade it. Unquestionably man is so consti- 
tuted that nothing finite can suffice him; he 
springs beyond the universe in search of an ideal 
of beauty, a perfect object of love, hope, and 
adoration. This struggle of man towards the 
Infinite, this regard for eternal things, is the holy 
origin of religious and philosophical systems. 
But every religion, however pure and sublime, 
may be reduced to a particular symbol of the 
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Divinity, just as every philosophy, and the largest 
and deepest not less than the narrowest and most 
superficial, may be resolved into a determinate 
formula of the absolute. But the ideal, the 
divine, the absolute, is just what cannot be repre- 
sented by any one symbol, or expressed by any 
one formula. Religion and philosophy, then, like 
art, like morality, like man himself, are condemned 
to an endless becoming. Here, then, js briefly the 
religious condition of humanity. The mass of 
mankind is blindly agitated in searching after an 
inaccessible ideal. Some select minds coolly 
observe this feverish agitation, note down its 
accesses, describe its crises, its convulsions, and all 
its vicissitudes, in a strain of poetical feeling. 
When asked what the object of it is they reply, 
that the true philosopher meditates on it in- 
cessantly whilst he knows that he must be igno- 
rant of it for ever. 
Tends to It is quite clear that minds of this mould are 
scepticism, jj^. \[ii\q disposed to be .duped by the ambitious 

constructions of German Pantheism. But it is 

also clear that they give considerable assistance 

to the Pantheists in making a breach in the old 

ideas of God, the Creator, and of providence ; and 

that they dispose a great number of liberal 

. thinkers, who are terrified by scepticism, to the 

Hegelian idea of an impersonal God. 

2. The There are other philosophers who give them- 

Sch^r selves the title of Positive^ and who profess to 

establish their doctrine upon visible and palpable 

facts, to the exclusion of those a priori notions, 

those absolute ideas of substance, essence, final 

cause, which are gratuitous hypotheses, chimeras. 
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with which the antiquated metaphysic fed its vain 
systems and their eternal polemics. They want, 
they say, a real and demonsdriable philosophy, 
which increases with the progress of observation. 
They start from material facts. They set about 
describing, comparing, classifying them, and 
eliminating by analysis, induction, and analogy, 
the laws which are contained in them. This, 
according to them, is the only object worthy of 
occupying an age in which the physical and mathe- 
matical sciences have won their way to sovereign 
dominion. Men naturally began by questioning 
their imagination on the causes of the universe : 
this was tihe epoch of religions. At a later period, 
in proportion to the advancing cultivation of the 
intellect^ poetic symbols were replaced by meta- 
physical hypotheses and abstract conceptions : this 
was the age of philosophical systems. Finally, in 
our own times, men, having learned to read the 
universe and themselves, have nothing more to do 
with the deceptive dreams of imagination, nor 
with the arbitrary combinations of pure reason ; 
they turn to experience^ and ask of it only what it 
is able to g\ye^ facts and laws^ and thus we enter 
upon the era of Positive Science} Is the conclu- 

1 [This generalisation is praised by Mr. Mill with unusual warmth. 
" Speculation he conceives to have three successive stages ; in the first of 
which it tends to explain the phenomena by supernatural agencies ; in 
the second by metaphysical abstractions ; and in the third, or final state, 
confines itself to ascertaining their laws of succession and similitude. 
This generalisation appears to him to havie that high degree of scientific 
evidence which is derived from the concurrence of the inductions of 
history with the probabilities derived from the constitution of the human 
mind. Nor could it be easily conceived from the mere enunciation of 
such a proposition, what a flood of light it lets in upon the whole 
course of human history." — Logic, VoL II., p. 6x6, It is curious that 
the first and third of these stages should have been exactly signalised by 
Plutarch. The ancients, he tells us, looked exclusively to the divine in 

B 
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sion from this, that there is absolutely nothing 
beyond visible things ? Positive philosophy does 
not go so far. On questions of absolute ideas, 
of the origin and end of things, it declares itself 
simply incompetent. It is neither for matter nor 
mind, neither sceptical nor believing, neither 
Theistic nor Atheistic. Is there a God, a provi- 
dence, a future life? It neither affirms nor 
denies ; it has nothing to say to the matter. 
Positive I am not discussing at this moment the degree 
S!^!fS*ir of truth and originality in this point of view. 

meets Pan- ^ , j ^ • • '^ t_«i t_ t_ • 

theism and 15ut 1 do Say to positive philosophy, that m con- 
scepticism. ceutTatiug scicuce and himian life upon finite 
objects, in leaving the ideal and the divine in a 
state of complete indetermination, it joins with 
the Pantheistic and Sceptical schools, and con- 
spires to the same restdt. 
3. The Let us now turn to the opposite extreme of 

S^Sch^i. ^^ horizon. There we find the theological 
school with an imposing and numerous array of 
supporters. Of this school there are two well- 
Two sec- ddined sections which I am not confounding. To 
tions. ^^jj reason that it is insiifficient in religion, and to 

««2-^r«- ^^y ^^ '^ ^^^ ^^ ^^ utterly barren^ to see in it a 
ai, ultra- source of light and truth, a source that is bene- 
^TSTra- ficent, although nothing can come from it sufficient 
Caivinist. to fill the heart of man ; or to look upon it as a 
^LTrate "^^^^^^^ power, a gnawing worm, a pest, a poison, 

phenomena, the modems exclusively to natural causes. Is Plutarch less 
philosophical than Comte, when he asserts that both views are partial 
and defective, simply because they are exclusive f The one forgets the 
originating source, the other the intermediaries. Elim inate neither of the 
tv«ro elements, but learn their true relation. "OBev dfupcr^pois 6 X670J 
ivderis rod vpoa^Kovrbs iffriy, rots fi/h t6 51 o5 Kal ifip* oC, rots 8^ to* 
4^ S>v Kal bl S>v dyvoovaip ^ irapaKeliroviTiy, De defectu oraculorum, 
c. 47, See Neaadery Vol. I., p. 31, Church Hutory^ Clark* s Translation^ 
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these are surely different positions, and indicate 
different minds and characters. But whatever 
the moderation, the knowledge, the good faith, 
the Christian spirit, on one side; on the other, 
the violence, the blindness, the spirit of defama- 
tion and hatred ; it is nevertheless true that the 
theological school, considered in its general in- 
fluence on men's intellects, helps to propagate the 
idea that the human reason is incapable of attain- 
ing to God, and that, separated from supernatural 
assistance, it tends of itself, according to the 
spirit of the time, to Pantheism, to Scepticism, 
to Materialism ; ever at an infinite distance from 
the true and living God, and ever ready to em- 
brace an abstract and chimerical Deity. 

Thus from the bosom of all our contemporary Thus aU 
schools, where the restless labour of man's intel-*^**^™!^ 

1 . 1 ^ . . rarv schools 

lect IS concentrated, currents or contrary ideas tend to ob- 
take their departure. Of these ideas some are??*'®^** 
Scotch, some German, some of Roman Catholic, personal 
some of Protestant origin, sceptical. Pantheistic, ^^^ 
materialist, ultramontane, pietist, and what not; 
but all these ideas concur in obscuring and effac- 
ing the holy and truly natural idea of a personal 
God, the free and intelligent Creator of the uni- 
verse, the Judge and Father of the human race. 

It is impossible to witness such a spectacle, and Meian- 
to feel in one's own consciousness the reaction *=^°^7^^ 
from these struggles of thought, without asking rophy.° 
uneasily where our age is going, and without a 
melancholy retrospect of its past. We see the 
point at which we have arrived, after half a cen- 
tury of labour. Is it to attain so miserable a re- 
sult, that the great intellectual revival took place 
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which so gloriously signalised the beginning of 
the age in which we live? With what ardent 
enthusiasm did this century spring forth upon 
its career ! It accepted all the generous instincts 
which it inherited from the past; it only repu- 
diated its materialism and its spirit of impiety. 
To the narrow and wretched ideology of Condil- 
lac succeeded a larger and loftier philosophy, 
which, prompted successively by Leibnitz, by 
Thomas Reid, and by Plato, revived the tra- 
ditions of the highest metaphysics, and aspired to 
understand and to reconcile the great thoughts of 
the human mind. At the same time the poetry 
of the ancient creeds blossomed anew in the 
Genie du Christianisme^ and in the Martyrs^ 
An undefinable triumphant current of spirituality 
circulated in every direction, gave to history its 
coloured style and its vast horizon, enlarged criti- 
cism, reanimated poetry and the fine arts, and 
inspired the singer of the Meditations with accents 
of a sublime melancholy, with a tenderness and 
harmony hitherto unknown. Men's souls strip- 
ped themselves of their egotism and of the little- 
ness of vulgar interests, and leaped forward to 
the athletic encounters of public life. It was a 
time of enthusiasm and confidence, of mutual 
sympathy, of the rejuvenescence of life, and of 
the vital sap of a genuine morality. 
To Mate- With such uoble impulses as these — I appeal 
riaiismor to all its recollectious — the nineteenth century 

irrationaJ it* •111 1 • 

fenaticism. commeuced. Is It possible that so much genius 
and enthusiasm, such profound speculations, such 
rare master-pieces, should end in an abortion ? — 
that our age, in the middle of its career, should 



tive 
errors. 
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give the lie to its past; and that of its two 
noblest undertakings, the revival of spiritual phi- 
losophy, and that of Christian feeling, the first 
should end in a more or less disguised return to 
materialism, and the second in a foolish fanati- 
cism, the blind enemy of reason, which, exhausting 
the source of the religious sentiment, leaves room 
in the soul only for a senile docility, a super- 
stitious credulity, a devotion without light and 
without love ? 

I can never believe that this is the destiny re- Practical 
served for our age. And yet, to look things in these spe- 
the face, if God is only an unreal abstraction to^^ 
the reason, if finite being is the only real exist- 
ence, if the old opposition between the things of 
heaven and those of earth is unmeaning, if all 
being is but the product of a blind necessity, 
which gives birth to the successive modes of life, 
to absorb them for ever, the inevitable conse- 
quence is that men have been slumbering on to 
the present day in perfect infancy. In making 
two parts of their thought and of their soul, one 
for earth and man, the other for God, they have 
lost one half of themselves. In the eyes of the 
enlightened man, heaven is nothing but the insa- 
tiable and immortal desire of perfecting and beau- 
tifying earth.^ Every ideal vanishes. The artist 
has nothing to do but to copy reality with a servile 
pencil; the statesman's business is to ascertain 

1 [« All opinions of theological oriein, whatever the theology be — be 
it even the purest Deism — are radically Ulosory. The personal activity 
of man must no longer waste itself on mutual hostilities, but must set 
itself peaceably to carry forward the work of developing the resources 
of the earth — ^man's residence." — Comic's CaUchism of Positive JPkiU^ 
Mophy, p. 5.J 
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and to satisfy the stroagest appetites of a conn- 
try; the moialist nmst note the Tarioos pn^>or- 
tioas^ in which the benevolent or repulsiye pas- 
sions are united in life, in order to profit by the 
one and to guard against the other. In short, 
all problems, the sdcial and the moral, like the 
religious, changing their data^ require other solu- 
tions, and among the thinkers of the day who 
are looking for such solutions, there are only two 
kinds of logically consistent minds — ^those who, 
decrying science, reason, and progress, dream of 
a return to the theocracy of the Middle Ages; 
and those who desire a radical reconstruction of 
human life and society. 
The Aa- AH this has led me to consider the question of 
po«/ ^"^"the Divine Personality as one of the vital ques- 
tions of our time. It is for stronger inteUects 
than mine to resolve it, to waken men's souls 
from their sleep, to give hope and confidence to 
our weary century, to bestow new splendour and 
strength upon the great truths of spiritual phi- 
losophy. For myself, my purpose has been to 
give a good example, by simply making known 
3ie results to which I have been led by patient 
studies and serious meditations. I introduce no 
new system, and speak in the name of no school. 
I merely relate how, after traversing difficulties, 
doubts, anxieties, and all the trials inseparable 
from free examination, I have come to satisfy my 
mind upon the essential points of religion, and to 
possess my soul in peace. 

> Sudden resentment, permanent anger, and all the other aflections 
belonging to the irasdUe part of our nature, such as hatred and malice 
are Htkepeutions nuisMeiy which I have translated repulsive. 



INTRODUCTION. 23 

I have followed in this work a very simple Order foi- 

order — that of my own studies and reflections. JjS^twk. 
Beginning by a review of the great philosophers, 
I have related the impressions which I have Fir«t, a re- 
derived from conversing with them, and propos- ^^°j|[jjj. 
ing to them my doubts and difficulties. I have dem phiio- 
laid aside the ancients, as too remote from out^^p**®"* 
habits, our language, and our modem life gene- 
rally. I think I have not omitted any man of 
creative genius among the thinkers of the two 
last centuries. I have consulted Spinoza, Kant, 
and Hegel, with as scrupulous a respect as Des- 
cartes, Malebranche, Newton, and Leibnitz. This 
inquiry terminated, I have developed the course 
of my own meditations. I have not set aside any Then, his 
great problem, nor dissembled any doubt, nor<^ ™«^* 
purposely eluded any objection. It was my con- 
viction that correctness and perfect honesty in this 
arduous inquiry were the only means by which I 
could obtain pardon for the temerity of my 
undertaking. I conceived also that the simplest 
form, and that which was most free from scholas- 
tic and scientific affectation was most suitable to 
a simple seeking for truth. I have not addressed 
myself to a syn^osium of metaphysicians. I have 
written for those cultivated and generous minds 
whojwithoutpridingthemselvesuponametaphysical 
genius, wish to make use of their reason in religion 
as in other matters. The number at present is 
great. It is hourly increasing. Why should we 
deceive ourselves ? We are far, very far, from 
those ages of innocence when peaceable faith 
was the rule, and unquiet investigation the excep- 
tion. Formerly men admired die faith of a St. 
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Anselm,^ in pursuit of intellectual light, Fides 
quarens intellectum — 21 this day it is intellect which 
is in pursuit of faith. 

1 JGerman pblkwoplij has produced one sabtle and accurate exposition 
dk St. Aiudm's themy of the oomiection of £uth with reason — ^F. R. 
Haste Amdm von Canterbury^ 3, 2. In speaking on the rational 
satisfiiction of the human mind npon the Incarnation and the Atone- 
ment, Ansehn mentions with approbation those ''who desire, not to 
approach to £iith by reason, hot to be ddig^ted by the intellectual 
development and contemplation of those things which they already be- 
lieve." Boso, the interiocntor in the dialogue, Cur Dau Homo, lays it 
down as an undeniable rule of order (liad rectus ordo exigii), that "we 
dionld bdieve the deep thmgs of the Christian £uth, l^ore we pre-' 
some to discuss them rationally." CC Proslogium, c i. '* Non tento, 
Domine, penetrare altitndinem tuam, quia nuUetenus comparo illi intel" 
lectum meum ; sed desidero aliqnatenus intelligere Teritatem tuam, quam 
credit et amat cor meum. Neque enim quzro intelligere, ut credam ; 
sed credo nt intelligam." Perhaps I may be allowed to say that th^ 
truth lies in the mean between the position of Anselm and that which 
M. Saisset assigns to modem philosc^hy. I can see little ground for tht 
chronological contnnrersies as to the priority of £uth and reason, or 
for the violent schism made between them by fimaticism on the ont 
hand, and by a vulgar and unbelieving philosophy on the other. Faitl 
without reason is the sublimity of foUy; reason without faith is th« 
motto of an ambition which soars for a moment only to grovel withou*. 
redemption. *^ Faith without works " is expressly disapproved in thi 
New Testament; and *^ faith without reason" is nearly as much a. 
rariance with its general spirit. 
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HISTORICAL STUDIES. 



The Theism of Descartes. 



I WISH to know if there is a God. I mean by 
that term a Being supremely adorable, my Crea- 
tor, my Judge, and my Father ; or if I am the Theism or 
product of a blind necessity, which makes all the Pantheism, 
possible forms of existence successively appear, 
and immediately plunges them back into the abyss 
from whence they have issued. Upon question- 
ing the reasoners and philosophers of the day, I 
find them disagreed. Some who are classed as 
spiritual philosophers believe in Divine Provi- 
dence ; others, under the various names of Panthe- 
ists, sceptics, and materialists, incline more or less 
to blind necessity. 

Spiritual faith and philosophy subjugates myj^^^ ^ 
reason and touches my heart. I feel a secret diiection 
predilection which attracts me to it. How is this ? ^^ ^^" 
Possibly the idea of God the Creator is consonant of a chris- 
to my Christian education ; and consequently this \^ ^l^' 
idea, on a comparison of the two systems, appears "*®*^"°* ^ 
to be the most reasonable, and the nearest to 
common sense. But had I been bom in India or 
Japan, would not Pantheism have been more con- 
formable to the impressions of my infancy, and 
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therefore more in accordance with good sense? 

For good sense changes with religious creeds, 

with times and countries. The good sense of 

former times would be absurd to-day, and I live in 

the midst of a Christian and European good sense, 

which is not that of the rest of the world. 

It u proper In what then shall I trust ? As I cannot find 

^inlfre^'^'^y certain external rule, I am tempted to imitate 

consult the Descartes, to wrap myself up within myself, and 

wtk* MkT ^^ ^^^^^ ^^ nothing but my own reason. But am 
sophere. I a Descartes to be entitled to pursue this course ? 
I am but an ordinary thinker, and from the mo- 
ment that I find myself near Descartes, Newton, 
and Leibnitz, who have passed their life in reflect- 
ing upon the problem which torments me, how 
can I do otherwise than consult them ? 

tes^w**" ^^^' ^^ ^*^y ^^ ^^^ ^^y contradict each other. 
notTso mu- Is that SO sure ? Perhaps the best among them 
tradictory" ^^ agree in essentials. At all events, even if we 
must draw them up in two hostile lines — on one 
side, Descartes with Malebranche, Newton, and 
Leibnitz, and on the other side, the disciples of 
Spinoza and of Kant — ^I wish to be present at the 
combat, and to test the powers of the two doctrines. 
When I have heard the strongest argument tor 
and against the Theism of spiritual philosophy, it 
will be time for me to take my side. 

I must begin very differently from Descartes, 
to imitate him better in the end. Descartes, too^ 
had travelled much, before he became a recluse. 
He had spent long years in all the countries 
of Europe. But no necessity is imposed upon 
me of changing my place. Thanks to a few 
books, I can at will pass from France to Holland 
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with Descartes, and consult Spinoza at Amsterdam, 
Newton at London, Leibnitz at Hanover, and 
Kant it Konigsberg. I shall, in the first in- 
stance, turn to Descartes, for he borrows from 
no preceding philosopher, and all his successors 
borrow from him. 

Descartes was naturally led by the course oi^^"^^ 
his thoughts to put these questions to himself : ough-paced 
What is God ? Is there a God ? He was tor- ^^"^*- 
mented by a yearning after perfect clearness in 
his thoughts, and by a desire to attach them to a 
small number of simple and certain verities. But 
when he came to investigate the state of his own 
mind, he found nothing there but educational and 
scholastic prejudice, a mass of contradictory opi- 
nions, confiision, doubt, and obscurity. "Thence- 
forth," he writes, "I judged rightly that I must 
seriously make up my mind, once for all in my life, to 
rid myself of all the opinions that I had previously 
admitted into my belief, and to begin all anew 
from the very foundation, if I wished to establish 
anything scientifically strong and consistent."^ 

He dien sets to work, and resolutely rejects 
everything in which he can imagine the least doubt, 
" in order to see whether there would not remain 
in his belief somewhat that was entirely indubit- 
able." 

Nothing is allowed to resist this test, neither 
the most familiar data of the senses, nor the very 
truths of geometry. Descartes distrusts his very 
eyes and ears, those suspected witnesses which 
had frequently deceived him. How else was 
it possible to discriminate by any certain sign the 

> Meditations — Opera, Tom. I. p. 235. 
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illusions of dreaming from the perceptions of our 
waking existence ? He will doubt then of earth 
and heaven, and of his own body, as well as of the 
rest of the universe. 
Mathema- But there are objects which appear to defy the 
ticai truths boldest doubt, supposiug it to be sincere : such 
emerge are mathematical truths, extension in general, num- 
^^^® ber, time, and the like. "For, whether I wake 
and they or sleep, two and three always make five, and the 
pareiX. square has never more than four sides; and it 
does not seem possible that truths so clear and 
apparent can be suspected of any falsehood or 
uncertainty." Yet Descartes still doubts. Who 
can say whether God has made human reason to 
know things as they are ? Who knows even if 
there be a God, and can assure me that my mind 
is not the plaything of some malevolent genius, 
who laughs at my illusions ? 
Thepropo- It would Seem then as if the final conclusion of 
exi<* re- Descartes and of human reason was universal and 
mains. absolute doubt. But it is not so. Descartes 
makes certainty spring from the very bosom of 
doubt. In fact, in the very lowest deep of doubt 
. there is something which escapes it ; and that is 
the very subject of doubt, the subject which thinks, 
the Ego. 

" Am not I, then, at least something ? But I 
have already denied that I had any sense or any 
body. Yet I hesitate, for what follows from that ? 
Am I dependent on my body and my senses, so 
that I cannot exist without them? But I have 
persuaded myself that there was nothing at all in 
the world, no heaven, no earth, no minds, no 
bodies. Have I not then convinced myself that I 
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do not exist ? Far from it; undoubtedly I exist, 
if I am convinced of, if I only think of, anything. 
But there is some one whose thought and craft are 
industriously employed in continually deceiving me. 
Well, if he deceives me, there is no doubt Aat I 
exist ; and let him deceive me as long as he will, he 
cannot cause me to be nothing so long as I shall 
think myself to be something. So that after 
long thought and careful examination of all these 
things, I must conclude and hold for proved, that 
this proposition, lam^ I exist ^ is necessarily true, so 
often as I pronounce or conceive it in my mind."^ 
Here, then, Descartes has got beyond univer- 
sal doubt. He is in possession of a first truth, 
simple, clear, and distinct, in short, evident; and 
even from this he learns that clearness and dis- 
tinctness of ideas^ are the infallible signs of truth. 
But he is yet imprisoned within the limits of his 
thinking existence. Who shall liberate him, or 
restore to him the universe which he has lost? in the truth 

Here Descartes plunges back into self-intro- ^^j^Ii^ u 
spection, and in the depth of his soul he discovers involved 
an idea ever present, though often hidden by thegnce^*£* 
false glare of sensible objects and by the phantoms God. 
of the imagination. It is the idea of the all-per- 
fect Being. This grand idea does not come from 
without, neither is it the creation of my fancy ; it 
is inherent to my intellectual existence, and, so to 
speak, bom with me. ''How were it possible 
for me to know that I doubt and that I desire; 

1 Meditations, i. 247. 

' \ Clearness belongs to definition, distinctness to division. That is clear 
which is definite as a whole ; that is distinct, which is articulated into 
its parts. See Leibnitz Meditationes de Cognitione Veritatis et Idea, and 
compare Mansel's Pr^egpmena, p. 191, and again p. 230.] 
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that is to say, that I want something, and that I 
am not all perfect; without having in me some 
idea of a being more perfect than mine ?" 

But whence, pursues Descartes, have I learned 
to think of something more perfect than I am ? 
This problem leads him to a demonstration of the 
existence of God, a truth in his eyes clearer and 
more certain than geometry, simpler and of more 
inmiediate inference than the existence of bodies. 
Demon- Here is his first demonstration. I know that I 
stration am. But what am I? A being who doubts; 
idea of God that is, who is imperfect. But I cannot consider 
comes from jjiy q^^ imperfectious and limitations without 
conceiving the infinitely Perfect Being. Whence 
does this idea come to me ? It cannot come from 
the stock of my own existence, since I feel that I 
am imperfect. It does not come from the outer 
world, which (on the hypothesis that there is one) 
is more imperfect again. It must then be given 
to me by the Perfect Being Himself; otherwise 
there would be more in the idea than in its ob- 
ject, and the eflFect would be greater than its 
cause; which is a contradiction. 

Or in another shape. I who think of the 
Perfect Being, do I exist by myself? Certainly 
not: for were I capable of giving myself exist- 
ence, a fortiori should I be able to give myself 
all the perfections of which I have the idea. And 
then, were I the creator of my existence, I should 
be its preserver every instant, I should feel within 
me the power of creation and preservation, whilst 
on the contrary I experience the perpetual need 
of my being, the certain sign of my dependence 
upon a higher principle. 
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Descartes is delighted with the simplicity of 
these proofs. What in fact do they suppose ? simplicity 
Some simple data of consciousness — that I exist p|^^j^„. 
in so far as I think, that I feel that I am imper- pared with 
feet, and that I have the idea of perfection ; and ment^m 
with these a principle equally simple, viz., that the />ri«wm 

1 ., r • r ' r ' »i /•• mo6i/e, and 

the idea or mnnite perfection caniiot have a imite with the 
and imperfect object for its cause. What admir- physico- 

i J ^ tneoiofiicai 

able simplicity I We have not here scholastic and tradi- 
arguments, founded upon the impossibility that**^^ 
matter should move itself, or upon the spectacle 
of the universe and the correspondence of means 
with ends; or again, upon the unanimous consent 
of all peoples.^ In place of these complicated 

1 [The various proofs that' there is an intelligent Author of nature, 
and nioral governor of the wo4d, are summed up by Bishop Butler in a 
sentence, w^hich is really so like a mile of golden thread packed up 
within the circumference of a ring, that I have ventured to print it 
here in a shape which may make it more impressive to some stu- 
dents: — 

" For as 

I. There is no presumption against this prior to the proof of it ; so 

II. It has often been proved with accumulated evidence : 
(a) From this argument of analogy and final causes. 

SFrom abstract reasonings. 
I. From the most ancient tradition and testimony. 
2. And from the general consent of mankind.*' — Analogy, Introd, 
. Grotius has a good and solid sentence of the same kind. Speaking 
of the awfiil statement that there is no God, he adds: ** Cujus contra- 
rium cum nobis partim ratio, partim traditio perpetua inseverint, con- 
firment vero et argumenta multa et miracula ab omnibus szculis tes- 
tata."— Z)tf Jure Belii et Pacii, Proleg. II. 

Modem philosophers since Kant nave divided the Theistic arguments 
into the ontological ("abstract reasonings"), cosmological, physico- 
theological, and moral. Of all the arguments adduced Kant (and Hamil- 
ton) would consider the last alone locally valid and irrefragable. The 
ontological involves a passage from the abstract to the concrete, from 
the ideal to the real. The cosmological stands or Bills with a particular 
theory of causation. The physico-theological is practically very cogent ; 
but the spectacle of the order and beauty of the universe would not 
lead us beyond a wise and powerfid Creator, without implying neces- 
sarily omniscience and omnipotence. The argument from consent may 
be weakened, by asserting the existence of a prejudice as universal. 
The last argument, however, has lately been put in a new and power- 
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premises, which are subject to many exceptions 
from those who reject the authority of the senses, 
tradition, and final causes, a true philosophy falls 
back upon itself, and finding in itself the senti- 
V ment of its own imperfection, and the idea of 

Supreme Perfection, raises itself spontaneously 
and without effort to the existence of the Perfect 
'^ and Infinite Being. 

cjtitesian Descartes, then, is well satisfied when he ccwn- 

^P^L pares his own demonstration with the common 

proofs. But in proceeding to consider it by itself, 

fal form. That man forms a sq>arate kingdom is a proposition which 
can only be denied by some purblind physiologist. Where, then^ are 
^e phenomena which do not occur in other animals? Among the matif 
mfera, and especially among the apes, there is an absolute identity with 
man in many features of anatomical composition. The peculiarity of 
the 0/ /tf^'«w4>elongs to the clumsy penguin and the waddling duck. Of 
intelligence the animal has some faint outlines; between the pointer 
and the philosopher it is a question of more or less. M. Agassiz con- 
siders that a scientific notification of the growlmgs of bears in various 
lands would lead the way to a derivation of one from the other, as in- 
dubitable as the process by which Professor Miiller at Oxford traces 
Sanscrit and Greek to one genealogical tree. The sentiments of love and 
hatred, and the parental affection, are roughly and rudimentally in the 
brute and bird. The associating faculty is developed in the castor and 
the bee. But the notions of morality and of a future existence — ^the 
Acuities which we may call moral and religious — exist, however rudely 
and with whatever grotesqueness of form, wherever man is to be found. 
One is not likely to forget the exceptions that have been made. The 
Australian languages have no words to render justice^ sin, or crime. Be 
it so. Neither have they words to express generically tree^jish^ or bir<L 
It would be a precarious hypothesis indeed which should maintain that 
the aborigines are unacquainted with the thing signified by the 'word 
Jish; and I think it equally precarious to assert that they are utterly 
unacquainted with the things signified by right and tvrww. Accurate 
investigations have proved Uiat the supposed Atheism of^the Hotten- 
tots and Caffres is an overhasty conclusion, from the absence oi images 
and sacrifices. And Dr. Livingstone tells us that the existence of God 
and a hiture life is <« universally acknowledged in Africa." Hence the 
fiict, which has indeed been generalized into a law, that civilization can 
only come to savages through religion. Who will maintain that these 
primary and universal facuuies of the noblest of animals are visionary 
and meiidajcious? This argument is developed povtrerfully by M. de 
Quatrefages, of the French Academy of Sciences, in a series of papers 
upon the Natural History of Man published in the Revue da Deux 
Moadet, in i860- 61.3 



THE THEISM OF DESCARTES. 35 

he finds something wanting in point of simplicity. 
His geometer's ideal is not perfectly filled up. For 
in fact this proof, however simple it may be, is 
after all only a proof founded upon experience, 
and as the schools say a posteriori. I think, I exist, 
I feel that I am imperfect, here are truths which 
are extremely simple, but truths of observation. 
They are connected with a particular being, placed 
in such a place and such a time, who observes 
and questions himself, who reasons and concludes. 
Can we not find a yet simpler proof, a more general 
starting point, quite independent of every relative 
condition, a proof truly geometrical and absolute^ 
and completely a priori f We can. It is sufficient 
for this to consider the idea of the Perfect Being 
in itself, abstracting from the subject which thinks 
it, and to operate upon this idea as geometricians 
operate upon the idea of the circle or the triangle ? 

And now, given the concept of the Perfect 
Being. This concept, by its very definition, in- 
cludes all perfections. Since existence is evidently 
a perfection, it therefore also includes existence. 
Consequently, the existence of the Perfect Being 
results solely by laying down the concept of the 
Perfect Being. And thus the existence of God 
is demonstrated a priori with all the rigorous pro-' 
cesses of geometry. 

This time Descartes is more than satisfied. He 
is delighted. His a priori proof seems to him the 
very ideal of simplicity and rigour. This conquest 
is so valuable in his estimation that he would 
willingly give up for it all the other truths which 
he has gained with such difficulty. " Though all 
my conclusions in the preceding meditations should 
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turn out to be untrue, the existence of God must 
pass in my mind as being established with the 
same certainty which I have heretofore accorded 
to mathematical verities."^ 
Lacuna in Descartes then is convinced, and I am convinced 
^rt«^' with him, that there is a God. This is a great 
What 18 the step, I admit. But how far we are from the ter- 
B^h[^ mination of our voyage ! I have many questions 
to put to Descartes. And, first, what is the Per- 
fect Being? You tell me that it means the 
Being who possesses all possible perfections. But 
how are we to determine these perfections, and 
obtain an idea of them ? 
Answer. " To Icuow the uature of God, so for as my 
nature was capable of it," answers Descartes, " I 
had only to consider about all things of which I 
found any idea in myself, whether or not it were 
a perfection to possess them ; and I was assured 
that none of those which have any imperfection 
were in Him, but that all the others were."^ 
Granted. This is an admirable rule. But what, 
according to him, are these perfections ? 

"By the name of God," says Descartes, "I 
mean an infinite, eternal, immutable, independent, 
omniscient, omnipotent substance, by which I, 
and all other things which are (if it is true that 
there are things which exist), have been created 
and produced." 

There are many enigmas in this definition.* 

> Meditattofu, I. p. 3x3. * Discourse on Method^ vol. i. p. 161. 

* pThere is an impropriety in applying the word definition here. The 
last cited sentence of Descartes is what the elder logicians called an 
diroypai/i^f a description, or necessarily imperfect definition. There is 
reverence as well as accuracy in the barbarous old rule, "Perfectam 
definitionem respuunt res infinits ut Deus." — Burgersdyk Inst, Logic, 
Lib. ii. c. S. | 
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God is here laid down as the Creator, and con- 
sequently, as distinct from the universe, and self- 
sufficient. 

But if God is self-sufficient, why has He created Difficulties 
the world ? is it by a passing caprice which has 
given birth, to a limited and perishable world? 
Then the work seems unworthy of the workman. 
But if the creation is by an eternal action, from 
which an infinite universe emanates, the work 
and its Author seem to be confounded; and then, 
is this universe given up to chance, or assum- 
ing it to be governed by Providence, how can we 
account for free will, error, and evil? Will so 
many real or apparent disorders be explained one 
day? What has man to hope for? where is 
reason to stop; and where does faith begin? 
These are questions which I should wish Des- 
cartes to answer, though, unfortunately, an an- 
swer is not supplied, either by the Discourse on 
Method^ or by the Meditations. Did Descartes 
recoil before these problems? I believe not. 
Was he afraid of compromising solidly proved 
verities by questionable theories which he re- 
served for his friends ? Let us see : let us con- 
sult his letters; let us ransack his least-known 
writings. Let us follow up the minutest indi- 
cations, and try to ascertain what he thought or 
conjectured upon these problems, which were 
then perhaps less agitated, but which have be- 
come the most serious questions of our day. jg q^ 

Is or is not God, the All-perfect Being, distinct distinct 
from the universe? does He exist in full self- J^HJers^ 
sufficiency in the bosom of His infinite perfections ; according 
or must we conceive Him as being at once the cLtes ? 
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substance and the cause of the oniTerse, and only 
existing on condition of successively becoming all 
things? 

Radically On this Capital point there can be no doubt. 

dirtinct. jj jg ^jgjy. ijjjij Descartes has conceived God as a 

Being radically distinct from the universe. The 
peculiar characteristic of the Deity, according to 
him, is to be self-sufficient, self-existing, possessed 
of being, not potentially like a self- developing 
germ, but actually as finished and perfect Being. 
"When I reflect upon myself," he says, "not 
only do I know that I am an imperfect, incom- 
plete, dependent thing, constantly tending to, 
and aspiring after something better and grander 
than I am, but I also know, at the same time, 
that He on whom I depend possesses in HimseUF 
all those great things after which I aspire, and 
whose ideas I find in myself, not indefinitely and 
merely potentially, but that He enjoys them in 
fact, actually and infinitely, and so that He is 
Goi>."\ 
whv did God is therefore a complete and self-sufficing 
lyJJ^^! Being. Why, then, has He become the Creator ? 
«ibie tohr Is it by accident, caprice, or chance ? or by some 
rlcc,*'n«!e»- mystcrious necessitv ? or is it not rather by wis- 
«ty, wis- dom and goodness r Of these three alternatives 
goodneM. one would willingly believe that the third is the 
only one at which Descartes could have stopped, 
for he proclaims a God who is free. And yet, 
the truth is, that he energetically repels this 
alternative, which drives him towards die other 
two. 

Descartes refuses to admit any other reason 

^ MtJUaiioHt, toL i. p. 29a 
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for the creation of the unirerse than the absolute Descartes 
will of God, a will which, in itself, is entirely ^^^^?^^ 
arbitrary and indifferent. To say that God re- of arbitrary 
solved to give being to his creatures, because the ^^ 
universe, ideally represented in the eternal coun- 
sels of His wisdom, seemed to Him good^ and 
worthy to eidst, is to suppose that, anterior, to 
the divine act which gives them reality, beings 
have an ideal existence, a suitableness, a beauty, 
a perfection, in short, a peculiar and eternal 
essence, with necessary relations which spring 
out of them, and which make up an inviolable 
and independent order. But to affirm this is to 
trench upon the divine omnipotence, which gives 
to all things, not their existence only, but their 
essence. It is that which makes them what they 
are. It gives them by its sole virtue beauty, fit- 
ness, and perfection* Before the creative act, 
the universe was neither good nor bad, neither 
worthy nor unworthy of existence. In relation 
to it, the will of God was absolutely indiffisrent. 
Why did God then resolve to create rather than 
not to create ? This is an unreasonable question, 
which supposes that divine things are transacted 
like human affiurs. In man, the will is never indif- 
ferent, or, at least, this indifference is the lowest 
degree of Uberty.^ Our gravest and noblest 
acts are determined by motives which are derived 
from the nature and fitness of things ; but the 
divine will, anterior to all things, is of itself in- 
different and undetermined.* 

Such is the express doctrine of Descartes. 
" As for the liberty of free will," he says, " it is 

^ Meditatiomt^ U p. Z96. * Ibid, li. p. 324. 
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certain that the reason or essence of that which 
is in God is very diflFerent from that which exists 
in us, inasmuch as it is absurd to suppose other- 
wise, than that the will of God was, frpm all 
eternity, indifferent to all things which ever have 
been, or shall be, made. And this, seeing that 
there is no idea representative of good or truth, 
of what should be believed, done, or left undone, 
which one can feign to have been the object of 
the Divine understanding, before its nature was so 
constituted by the determination of His will. I 
am not speaking here of a simple chronological 
priority. Still further, I affirm that it was im- 
possible that one such idea should have preceded 
the determination of the will of God by a priority 
of order or of nature, or of ratio rationata^ as the 
schools speak, in such sort that this idea of good 
should have led God to choose one rather than 
the other. For instance, it is not from having 
seen that it was better that the world should be 
created in time than from eternity, that He willed 
to create it in time; and He did not will that 
the three angles of a triangle should be equal to 
two right angles, because He knew that it could 
not be otherwise. But, on the contrary, because 
He willed to create the world in time, it is there- 
fore better thus than if He had created it from 
eternity. And because it was His will that the 
three angles of a triangle should necessarily be 
equal to two right angles, for that cause this pro- 
position is true, and cannot be otherwise, and so 
on with everything else."^ 

1 Jbid, ii. p. 348, sqq. [The moral philosophers of all ages may be 
diTided into two great schools, the Independent and Dependent. The 
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At this rate, I would say to Descartes, theooathe 
free will of God is not only the principle of Creator of 
existences, but even of essences, and it is neces- cording^ 
sary to affirm, that God has created truth as he i>e«cartci. 
has created the universe. He boldly endorses 
the statement. " It is certain that God is as much 
the author of the essence as of the existence of 
creatures. But this essence is nothing else than 
those eternal truths, which I do not conceive to 
emanate from God as rays from the sun ; but I 
know that God is the Author of all things, and 
that these truths are something, and consequently, 
that He is their Author." 

Descartes pushes this so far that he accuses^ 
the contrary opinion of paganism and superstition, accuses the 
He writes to Father Mersenne, *To say that f**^^^ ©f^ 
these truths are independent of God is in fact toj^t tmths 
speak of God as of a Jupiter or of a Saturn, and pfpagan- 
to make Him subject to Styx and the Parcse. 
Do not hesitate, I beg of you, to maintain and 
publish everywhere that it is God who has estab- 
lished these laws in nature, as a king establishes 
laws in his kingdom."^ It only remains after 
this to say, what Descartes does not fail to say, 
that if twice two make four, it is because God 
has so willed it. 

Independent school places the criterion of morality in conscience, with 
Butler; in the "categorical imperative," with Kant; in the reason su- 
perior to all other reasons, with Whewell. The Dependent, on the con- 
trary, places the criterion in the civil constitution, with Mandeville ; in 
happiness, with Paley ; in the will of God, with some Christian moral- 
ists, who are attractfxl by the apparent piety of the theory, and blind to 
its real degradation of the moral attributes of God. Descartes belongs 
to this division of the school of Ethical Philosophy. The best refutation 
of this form of the Dependent theory of truth and morality will be 
found in the Euthyphron of Plato.J 
^ Letters^ vi., p. X09. 
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AUwB- Thus all in the universe, not only actually 
wbitrary" ^^^^^^ individuals, but tljeir posable relations, 
will their order and their laws; everything, in short, 
is suspended from a primary Divine will, a will 
that is absolutely arbitrary, a primitive act of 
which we must not investigate the reason; for it 
has no reason but itself.^ 
Preaerva- Meanwhile, do the beings in the universe 
tinuous «e^ ^^^^ have ouce received their existence retain 
ation. it by virtue of their very nature ? By no means. 
For my existence of to-day is not linked by any 
necessary connection with my existence of yester- 
day or of to-morrow. " The entire time of my 
life may be divided into an infinity of parts, each 
one of which in no sense depends upon the 
others; and thus, from the fact that I existed a 
^ little while ago, it does not follow that I shall 
exist now, were it not that at this moment some 
cause produces and creates me anew, so to speak; 
that is to say, preserves me."* 
This law of Generalizing this observation, Descartes lays it 
continual dowu as a principle, that the conservation of sub- 

preserra- . * *. ^ . . , i 

tion applied Stances IS a contmuous creation. And not only 
Him^ does he apply this principle to all substances, but 
he does not hesitate to extend it to God Himself. 
He asserts, and, in spite of the remonstrances of 
Caterus and Amauld,^ he persists in maintaining 
that one can conceive in God a positive power by 



1 [Professor Jowett has spoken somewhat sneeringly of those who have 
dwelt upon St. Paul's "good sense." The apostle seem) to me, in one of 
his loftiest flights, to have established his character for good sense, and to 
have supplied in one word the antidote to Descartes' error, when he says of 
God, ** who worketh all things after the eomuel of His own will," Kard 
T^f p<w\^v Tov QeXi^fiaTot airrw* — ^Ephes. L ii.J 

> MaStatioiu, I. p. 286. > JUd, 1. p. 359. 
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which He in some sort gives Himself existence 
and all the perfections included in perfect exist- 
ence, so that God is in this sense the cause of 
Himself, causa sui} And similarly, we can con- 
ceive in God an act inherent in His infinite 
power, by which He preserves Him eternally. 
Not of course that it is reasonable to represent 
God as anterior to Himself, different from Him- 
self, or the effect of Himself. All these concep- 
tions and expressions are palpably absurd. But 
it is no less certain that the infinite, inexhaustible, 
and superabundant power of God, is a sort of 
most positive cause by which He possesses and 
preserves eternally His being and His perfec- 
tions.* 

From God, so to say, creating and preserving Hence (ap 
Himself by one sole and indivisible act, Descartes JKL?,^" 
passes to creation, and draws a very remarkable to creation) 
application from his principle. This is the cele- |{j' ^^[ 
brated law of the preservation of the same quan- nation of 
tity of motion in the universe. It is, in fact, qn^itj^of 
a contradiction to conceive the creative act as "action, 
variable and successive. There is no inconstancy 
nor effort in God. In Him all is immutable. 
And though we are obliged provisionally, for a 
better representation to ourselves of the order of 
creation, to conceive Him as developing Himself 
under the condition of time, "if we consider the 
omnipotence of God, we should judge that all 
which He has done has had from the beginning 
all the perfection which it ought to have had."* 
Meanwhile, since one sole act has made the 

> Meditation*^ l\, p. 61. < Rid^ I. 380; H. 70. 

« Prindpia^ Part II., § 45. 
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world, its motion, and its laws, we should believe 
also that one sole act preserves it in the same 
fashion and with the same laws, and consequently 
maintains without cessation in the corporeal uni- 
verse, one and the same quantity of motion.^ 
The mind of man, subject to the condition of 
time, and given up to its vicissitudes, makes a dis- 
tinction in its feebleness between the creative 
act which has drawn everything out of nothing, 
and the act of preservation which maintains every- 
thing in existence. But m truth there is but one 
perfect, imjnutable, eternal act, by which the 
changeful beings of this world are created, and 
preserved every instant; that is to say, re-created 
during the whole course of their existence. 
The Car- v And here I would ask Descartes if this Divine 
tesian ^ct produces an eflFect in proportion with Divine 
the co-ex- power; 1 mean a Universe infinite m greatness; 
tensiveness qj. jf j^ confiues itself to sowinff some creatures 

of matter r 5 • i • - r j • 

with ex- or a day in the immensity or space and time. 

p^^"°j^*{JJ" Descartes can elude this question less than any 

finite (or, Other philosopher. For it is one of his principles 

tes^^rs ^^ extension is the essence of matter. By this 

to say, an he expressly understands that matter with all its 

^rid°^^^ modes and qualities, is included in extension. 

Hence it follows that there is matter wherever 

there is extension; /. ^., length, breadth, and 

depth. Hence it is evident that we cannot ask 

if there is a vacuum beyond the universe. For 

this would be to ask if there is extension beyond 

extension. The only question is to know whether 

matter or extension can, or cannot, be conceived 

as finite ? For to conceive extensions ever vaster 

1 Prindpia^ § 36. 
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and vaster, you will see that there is necessarily 
always something beyond. Imagine an immense 
globe. This globe, from the moment that it has 
limits, is bounded by a yet greater expansion 
which surrounds it, and without which it would 
not exist. Hence it follows that the Cartesian 
world is necessarily infinite in extent. And Des- 
cartes has clearly seen this consequence. But in 
his book of Principles he has tried to soften 
down its expression. He there says, the exten- 
sion of the world is indefinite. Why indefinite^ 
and not infinite ? Because we must reserve the 
word infinite for God. God alone is absolutely 
infinite, inasmuch as He possesses all perfection, 
without any possible limit. The material uni- 
verse is only infinite in a relative and determinate 
way. And who can say whether this impossi- 
bility of conceiving limits to the universe does 
not proceed fi-om the impotence of our under- 
standing, rather than fi-om the nature of things ? 
Descartes speaks thus in his book on Principles, 
But, in his letters, he emancipates himself from 
all the qualifications dictated by prudence. . He 
jeers at those who confine the work of God in a 
ball ; ^ and broadly states that a finite world is, 
in his opinion, a contradiction.^ 

But the debate grows. An illustrious aud un- 
expected correspondent enters upon the scene; 
Queen Christina, in person, wishes to know what 
to think, not only of the extension of the world, 
but also of its duration, and, in general, of its 
greatness. If the world is infinite in extension, 

> Letter to M, de Chanut^ x. p. 12. 
* Letter to Henry More^ x, p. 24 X. 
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i8 the uni- why not in duration ? why not also in the number 
l^Z of its creatures ? 

duration, Dcscartes begins by removing every scruple 

creatures? which piety might suggest. He appeals to a 

^"S^*^ certain number of doctors of the Church, among 

"'others to the subtle and profoimd Nicholas de 

Cusa; "I remember," says he, "that Cardinal 

de Cusa, and many other doctors, have supposed 

the world infinite, without having ever been 

called to account by the Church on this subject. 

On the contrary, it is believed, that to conceive 

God's works as infinitely grand, is to honour 

God." ^ 

The uni- We may, then, without scruple of conscience, 

verse in a couceive the uuiverse as a limitless extension, 

certain 

sense im- peopled with innumerable globes. Shall we say 

perishable, ^^at the duration of the world is illimitable in the 

past as in the future ? Descartes has no doubt 

of the future; and he easily satisfies Queen 

Christina: for the Faith teaches us that earth 

and heaven shall pass away, that is to say, shall 

undergo a mutation of form ; but the worlds, in 

the sense of the matter of which these are 

composed, shall never perish. The proof is, 

that the Christian faith promises our bodies an 

eternal life after the Resurrection. 

Eternity of fiut does the limitless diuation of the world, 

ven»T on the side of the past, follow from its imperish- 

d"^'' foi'" ^^^^ existence in the future ? It does not ; and 

that, according to Descartes, because the portions 

of duration are not mutually dependent. The 

world of to-day is not related to the world of 

yesterday, as one certain portion of extension is 

> Letters, X. p. 46. 
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related to the extension which environs it. The 
terrestrial globe cannot exist without its encircling 
space, whilst the present duration of the universe 
is not a necessary result of its past, and does not 
imply its future duration. So that, even if the 
illimitable duration of the world in the future is 
indubitable, its illimitable duration in the past is 
but barely possible. 

It is so with the number of creatures. Godrhenum- 
could scatter an illimitable number of intelligent ^^iJ^' 
beings in the immensity of the heavens. Has he possibly 
done so? We know not; but it is extremely *^^'^**^' 
probable, and we have the advantage of seeing 
the authority of revelation coincide with that of 
science. " When Holy Scripture speaks of the 
innumerable company of angels, in divers passages, 
it completely confirms this opinion. And astrono- 
m^s confirm it also, who, upon measuring the 
magnitude of the stars, find them much greater 
than the earth. For if, from the infinite exten- 
sion of the world, we infer that it should have 
inhabitants on a different scale from the earth, 
we may infer it also from the extension which all 
the astronomers attribute to it, inasmuch as 'there 
is not one of them who does not judge that the 
earth is smaller in comparison with the entire 
heaven, than one grain of sand in comparison 
with a mountain." ^ 

The material grandeur of the universe, the -a nobler 
moral grandeur of intelligent beings, the infinite ©f ^**r^ 
grandeur of God, combine in assuring us that the««|ts from 
universe possesses all possible extension and per-tri^e.°^' 
fection. " When we love God, and by Him join 

1 Letters, X. p. 52. 
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ourselves in intention with ail the things which 
He has created, the grander, the nobler, the 
more perfect we conceive them to be, the more 
fully we appreciate ourselves, for we feel that 
we are parts of a more finished whole; and the 
more cause we have to praise God, on account of 
the immensity of His works." 
God and Here, then, according to Descartes, is the 
the Cosmos Cosmos, and the God who is above it. There is 
ToZ^^ a perfect and infinite God, self-sufHcing in the 
cartes. eternal possession of His infinite perfections. In 
virtue of an act of absolute liberty, of a sovereign 
act, which has no reason but itself, there exists a 
creation of inexhaustible grandeur, variety, and 
fecundity, which Divine omnipotence preserves 
from hour to hour by the same act which created 
it. On one side is the world of bodies, perfectly 
one in its indefinite extension, made from one 
sole matter, moved and divided in a thousand 
ways, from which all the marvels of the heavens, 
all the forms of organization and of life, spring 
by the simple laws of motion alone. And side 
by side with this material universe is the world 
of spirits, peopled by an immense variety of in- 
telligent beings, who have all one and the same 
essence, thought^ as all bodies have one common 
basis, extension. These are superior beings, 
whose life it is to think, and who only act upon 
bodies accidentally, capable as they are with the 
Divine assistance of changing the direction of 
this or that movement, but unable to augment 
or diminish the absolute quantity of motion once 
for all allotted to the universe. 

"What is the part of man in this immense uni- 
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verse ? On his material side, man is nothing, or Man not 
at best very little. He is a frail and petty mode g^d ^ 
of tfiat infinite extension, and it needs all his creation, 
ignorance and all his pride to imagine that these 
countless globes have been made for him. It is 
only too evident that man is not the centre of the 
visible universe, and to speak generally, it is no 
mark of wisdom to enquire for what end God has 
formed such or such a creature. The true title 
of man's greatness is his thought, which makes 
him like the Divine mind. For if the soul is 
present to the body, it is so not by its essence, but 
by its action, as God is present to the immensity 
of His works, not by physical extension, but by 
His power. 

The actions of the soul are free and voluntary, voiimuiy 
and this is another point of resemblance to God : actions. 
for there is in the human will something infinite. 
"The understanding only extends to those few 
objects which are presented to it, and its know- 
ledge is always very limited ; on the contrary, the 
will may in some sense appear infinite, because 
we perceive nothing which can be the object of 
any other will, even of that immense one which 
is in God, to which ours may not extend also."^ 

We feel this will to be free, and if any reasoner Free-wiU 
demands the proof, Descartes answers: "That~^"^ 
the liberty of our will is known without proof by ordination, 
the sole experience that we have of it." But, it 
may be said, we know also that God must have 
pre-ordained all things by a sovereign act. Des- 
cartes replies that our thought is finite, and the 
omnipotence of God infinite. "And this it is 

» Princifnoy Part I. 35. 
D 
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which brings it to pass that *we have understand- 
ing enough to know clearly and distinctly that this 
power is in God, while we have not enough to 
comprehend His extension in such sense as to be 
able to know how it leaves the actions of men 
entirely free and undetermined. Hence, on the 
other side, we are so fully assured of the liberty 
and of the indifference which is in us, that there 
is nothing which we know more clearly, so that 
this omnipotence of God should not hinder us 
from believing it. For we should be wrong to 
doubt that of which we have an interior apercep- 
tion, and which we know by experience to exist 
in us, because we do not understand another 
thing which we know to be incomprehensible by 
its very nature."^ 
Man's If the will of man is free and unlimited, his 

g^lJJ^ power is very narrow. The soul is like a stranger 
except in in the body. It cannot change its constitution, 
▼iitue. jjQj. Jq anything more than modify a little the 
direction of its motions. Health, riches, honour, 
power, in short, all outward goods, are never com- 
pletely in our power. One thing only in the 
world always depends upon ourselves, and that is 
the resolution to do that which is in accordance 
with right reason. Here is virtue, here also is 
the only true happiness possible here below, 
immor- What is to become of man at death ? His soul 
\^^ ^ is naturally immortal ; for it is not subject to those 
changing configurations which make it necessary 
for every corporeal organisation to perish, in so 
far as it is a mode of extension. More than this ; 
the soul is by its essence a thing which thinks^ 

1 Prifidpia, Part 1. 41. 
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and it is a part of its nature to think always. Far 
from being linked to the body by a necessary 
relation, the soul has no natural connection with 
it, being of a totally diflferent essence. ITieir 
union is a sort of miracle, which cannot be con- 
ceived as existingwithoutDivine assistance. When, 
therefore, the body perishes, the soul is not struck, 
but on the contrary emancipated and restored 
to itself. 

Is, then, this immortality absolutely necessary immor- 
and certain ? It is not necessary ; for the future ii|^e»" 
duration of the soul follows naturally, but not without 
necessarily from its present duration ; all depends 
upon the will of God which is impenetrable.^ 
Hence a doubt which Descartes does not hesitate 
to confide to his illustrious friend, the Princess 
Elizabeth : "As for the state of the soul after 
this life, I have much less acquaintance with it 
than Digby : ^ for, putting aside what ftuth teaches 
us, I confess that on the footing of natural reason 
alone, we may make many conjectures in our own 
favour, and entertain beautiful hopes, but not 
one assurance ^^ This hope is sufficient to exempt 
the sage from the fear of death, while it prevents 
him fixjm wishing for it ; for there always is more 
good than evil in this life. There is one especial 
good, the most excellent of all, which only depends 
upon ourselves, — ^good will, and this gives us a 
serenity of soul superior to the most envied 
enjoyments. 

Here then is the utterance of philosophy, as 
the interpreter of reason enlightened by evidence. 

1 Letter to P, JM^enne^ viii., p. 431. 

> An English Roman CathoHc gentleman, author ci a work on the 
Immortality of the Soul. 

* Lettra, ix^ p. 369. Cf., JPassiom de I'ame, ir., p. 209. 
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Where the evidence ceases, reason stops short. 
Abore it is revelation, which speaks in the name 
of faith. On one side are the natural verities 
which can be conceived and demonstrated ; on the 
other, those supernatural truths, which escape the 
understanding, and are founded upon exterior tra- 
dition and authority. To treat of them, one 
should be invested with a higher mission; but 
thank God that the way to heaven is open to all« 
be they learned or ignorant in the science of 
theology. 



DOUBTS AND OBJECTIONS. 

Strong Such, then: are the thoughts and conjectures 

the Carte- ot Descartcs upon divme things. Unquestionably 
l^hJ****^ these views are imposing, if not always by their 
solidity, at least by their grandeur and boldness. 
I admire especially this simple and natural demon- 
stration of the existence of God, in which the mind 
rises from the consciousness of its own imperfec- 
tion to the idea of the all-perfect Being. I also 
note carefully the excellent rule which Descartes 
lays down for every one who wishes to conceive 
the attributes of the Divinity,^ viz., to suppose 
nothing in His essence, but those things which can 
be conceived as perfect, and to eliminate every- 
thing which implies any imperfection. All this is 
simple, lucid, strongly connected, and thoroughly 
satisfactory. But when I come to consider the 
particular views of Descartes upon the perfections 
of God, and the relations of the Creator with the 
world and with men, when I endeavour to link his 

« [Thif is really borrowed from Aquinas.— Art. i., Quest, xiv.] 
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thoughts and to follow out their consequences, 
find that they do not form a homogeneous whole. 
I believe that I can detect the conffict of contrary 
thoughts and tendencies. 

Descartes evidently intended to demonstrate aDeacartes 
God radically distinct from the world, containinc:»?"»f«"',. 
m Himselr all the power or bemgs, conceived m giou« and 
their full expansion — a God who is self-sufficient '^*»«i«t»c. 
and freely creates the universe, who is an intelli- 
gence, a thought in possession of itself, a Person. 

I cannot doubt this when I read in his Medi- 
tations this definition of God: ^ "By the name 
of God I mean a substance infinite, eternal, immut- 
able, independent, omniscient, omnipotent, by 
which both I and all other things which exist 
have been created and produced."^ I cannot 
doubt it, when I hear him laying it down as the 
essential characteristic of the Divinity, that He 
needs not aspire to anything better, like finite 
creatures ; from whence it follows that He pos- 
sesses wisdom and happiness not potentially but 
actually, that He is not subject to an indefinite 
development but possesses an immutable plenitude, 
that He is in short the perfect Being enjoying His 
perfection.* I cannot doubt it when I read over 
one of those simply and deeply religious piges, 
where Descartes delights himself in contemplating 
God as the supreme object of adoration and love. 
" It seems to me very reasonable," he says, in 
closing his third Meditation, " to pause here some 
time in the contemplation of this all-perfect God : 
to weigh in deep leisure His marvellous attributes : 

1 [For the objection to this expression see above. Note, page 3 6. J 
* Me£tatiofUf I. p. z8o. * I6U, I. p. 289. 
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to consider, to admire, and to adore the incom- 
parable beauty of this immense light, at least as 
much as the strength of my mind, which remains 
in some sort dazzled with its resplendence, will 
permit. For as faith teaches us that the crown- 
ing happiness of the other life consists only in the 
contemplation of the Divine Majesty, so we feel 
by experience even here that a like meditation, 
though beyond comparison less perfect, makes us 
enjoy the fullest contentment which we are capable 
of tasting in this life." 
Yet some God, in the system of Descartes, is consequently 
^*»*^«!^^^^^ Personal, and nothing can be further from his 
of a Pan- thoughts than the indeterminate God of Pantheism, 
theij:tic which he certaiulv would have rejected with energy. 

tendency. J ^ ^^ 

Indeed his mind is so little taken with it, that he 

is not even at the pains to repudiate it.^ And yet, 

when I consider certain theories of Descartes in 

themselves, apart from his intentions, I cannot 

conceal from myself that unknown to their author, 

and against his will, they may be made to favour 

Pantheism. 

Two radi- In his demonstration of the existence of God 

ferent me- there is a kind of struggle between two opposite 

thod8in methods. All his reasonings, indeed, appear to 

his demon-. - . -i * \ r i r 

utration of have a common basis, the idea or the perrect 
^®^* Being; but this resemblance is only in form. 
Fundamentally, there are two radically different 
demonstrations, that of the third Meditation, which 
sets out from a fact of consciousness, and that of 
the fifth, which sets out from an abstract concep- 
tion. The former, according to Descartes' own 
expression,^ proves God by His effects, that is by 

' Repome aux fremiiret tijectionsy I« p. 395* 
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the image of Himself wluch He has engraved on One, m- 
our soul, raising itself from the image to the arche- ^ntam- 
type, from the eflfect to the cause. The latter, ^^ n»^? 
neglecting effects and realities, pretends to grasp of*"n- 
by reason alone the essence or nature of God, and*?<'™^J 
from thence to deduce His existence. Pass oUabstnuA ' 
from the third to the fifth Meditation. We do ^^?^ 
not find there a man who looks into himself to 
ascertain the truth, who first assures himself of 
his own thought and of his proper existence, and 
then, finding this thought uncertain, fallible, limited, 
and imperfect, ascends towards the ideal of finished 
thought, of stsdnless perfection, and of self-exist- 
ence. Instead of this natural and spontaneous 
movement of a soul which seeks after God, I find 
a geometer who reasons upon general axioms and 
abstract definitions, or rather a scholastic philoso- 
pher, practised in the refinements of abstraction, 
in the quips and cranks of the art of reasoning, 
and who pretends to make a Being start from a 
definition, the concrete from the abstract, the real 
frcMn the possible. 

And here, I think, I can distinctly detect the 
trace of a struggle, which can be found over and 
over again through the whole course of the sub- 
sequent speculations of Descartes. I mean, the 
struggle between the spirit of abstract specula- 
tion, and the spirit of observation. In reading 
his works over in the order in which he composed 
them, I can follow the progress of this struggle. 
The Discourse upon Method contains all the proofs 
of the existence of God, which are to be de- 
veloped at a later period in the Meditations. 
But abstract reasoning has almost no place there, 
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and a profound observation of human conscious- 
ness is its predominant characteristic. In the' 
Meditations^ an attentive eye detects a marked 
change. Geometrical demonstration, standing 
entirely by itself, has no longer the most distant 
connection with consciousness, and with real life. 
In the Principesj full swing is given to this 
spirit of geometry, and I cannot perceive the 
slightest vestige of the spirit of observation. It 
is a most remarkable feet that Descartes, who 
there sums up all his proofs of the existence of 
God, places the mathematical demonstration in 
the first rank. Thus, the proof which is hardly 
exhibited in the Discourse upon Method^ which in 
the Meditations is relegated to the lowest place, 
and introduced almost fortuitously, becomes finally 
the fundamental proof, of which all the rest are 
but accessories.^ 
Geometric The Principesy in general, present the spectacle 
deiw^hr" ^^ ^^^ complete triumph of the geometrical spirit, 
fact of con- So much so, that the cogito, ergo sum^ the starting 
M^usness pgjjj^^ qj. rather the vital spirit of the philosophy 
lyiiogism. of Descartes, completely loses its character. It 
is no longer a feet of consciousness ; it is a con- 
clusion — ^Descartes says it in so many words, the 
conclusion of a syllogism whose major premiss 
can only be this. Nothing has m quality: 



2 



> [Compare an interesting passage in Pascal, in which he contrasts 
Fesprit de geometru with VesprH de finesse (transUted by Sir W. Hamilton, 
the spirit ^observation)^ and traces the causes of the superiority of the 
latter, outside the field of mathematics, Pensees^ Part I., art. lo, sect. 2. 
It should be remembered, that the influence of Descartes as a meta- 
physician, and the ascendancy of his philosophical speculations, arose, 
in the first instance, from his eminence as a mathematician and physical 
philosopher. This will account for his feeling more secure with the 
geometrical armour which he had so often proved.] 
* Prindpes^ Part I., zi and 52. 
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Thus has all this grand and simple philoso- 
phy been changed, or rather, thus has its spirit 
been extinguished and evaporated. To establish 
our personal existence, we must have a syllogism; 
for the existence of God, a syllogism; for the 
existence of bodies, syllogisms again. But this is 
an impotent geometry, a barren co-acervation of 
abstractions, which can never give an atom of 
reality, of motion, and of life. 

If this excess of geometric method had been Tendency 
confined to obscuring some simple truths, by^f^*^*^ 
overwhelming them with useless processes of principles, 
reasoning, the evil would not have been irre- 
parable. But while Descartes substitutes abstract 
and geometrical conceptions for the intuitions of 
consciousness, he appears to me also to have a 
manifest tendency to efface in all beings the prin- 
ciple of activity, which constitutes their essence 
and their life. 

It is this which renders so dangerous his Danger of 
theory, at first sight innocent enough, that the^|*u*^^!7 
conservation of the creatures is a continuous tinnou* 
creation. If Descartes meant to say that the act *^"* "* 
of creation and the act of preservation are in God 
but one sole and the same act, let the assertion 
be granted. But he goes further. He seems to 
believe that there is in every creature an actual 
deficit of being, which calls at every instant for a 
divine Fiat. This idea appears to me peculiarly 
important, and peculiarly dangerous, when I ask 
myself, to what corporeal substance and spiritual 
substance are reduced by Descartes. 

- When Descartes analyses the faculties of the 
soul, as a psychological observer, he distinguishes 
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This dan- the w/7/, which IS essentially active, from the un- 

^^ ^^^^ derstanding^ which is passive, and places in the 

•idering will the Seat of moral liberty and responsibility. 

^^^^' He even maintains that the will, far from being 

of spiritual finite, like the understanding, which only em- 

?^^^^,,. braces a determinate numba* of objects, is in 

stance to some sort infinite, as being able to direct itself 

'^dfT" towards a nimiber of unlimited objects. From 

externa. thls dlsproportiott between the understanding 

and the will arises the possible abuse of the 

latter; and here is the root of evil, and of all 

our faults.^ 

There might be much to say upon these psy- 
chological views ; but, at all events, the essential 
features of the human soul are not much dis- 
torted in them ; on the contrary, when Descartes 
loses sight of consciousness, and gives himself up 
to the demon of geometry, in place of the living 
and active Ego^ which is conscious of its unity in 
the free development of its powers, is substituted 
the dead and abstract conception of thinking sub- 
stance, res cogitans. And this is the exact coun- 
terpart of another conception, on which the whole 
physical philosophy of Descartes rests, I mean 
the conception of extended substance, res externa. 
Descartes teaches that every substance has one 
principal attribute, and that that of the soul is 
tboughty as extension is that of the body.* How 
are we to distinguish these two sorts of sub- 
stances, body and soul? By one and the same 
process, namely, by deducing the substance from 
the knowledge which we have of its attributes. 

1 MecUtattotu^ I, p. 304. 
> Pr'tndpes, Part I., p. 53. 
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^BecausCj'^ he says, "one of our common notions 
is, that nothing cannot have any attributes, pro- 
perties, or qualities; therefore^ when we meet 
any one, we have reason to conclude that he is 
the attribute of some substance, and that this sub- 
stance exists." 

Thus, we are in the open sea of logic and 
geometry, very far from the world of realities. 
Nothing can be more artificial, and more contrary 
to all the data of observation, than this systematic 
transformation of the soul and the body into two 
abstract types, thinking substance and extended 
substance. What, in feet, are bodies according 
to Descartes ? Does he give that name to the 
objects of the sense?, and, as the ancients said, to 
sensible things? Not at all. He arbitrarily 
eliminates* all the sensible qualities of bodies, 
under the pretence that they are obscure, not 
only heat, colour, and the like, but even solidity, 
without which, bodies would be to us as if they 
did not exist. He then declares that the only 
real qualities of matter are its mathematical quali- 
ties, that is, extension, form, divisibility, and 
motion. But there is no difficulty in reducing all 
these qualities by analysis to one, extension. For 
form is only the limit of extension; motion, a 
change of relations within extension ; and divisi- 
bility, a logical consequence of extension. Ex- 
tension is, therefore, the entire being of bodies. 
But extension excludes all idea of force and 
action. Thus, by a course of arbitrary mutila- 
tions, and by analyses of a factitious rigour, the 
material world is reduced to a passive and inert 
extension, destitute of all energy, and incapable 
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of giving itself the least motion. We have no 
longer that rich and glorious universe which our 
senses show us, full of variety, activity, and life, 
but a mathematical conception, a pure abstrac- 
tion. 
The ra «- Has DescaTtes sold the activity of the human 
JjJ^^^P^ ._ soul as cheap? Fortunately not. Here the 
tans, ptui- spirit of observation has been stronger than the 
forthe^ systematic spirit; and Descartes has always re- 
Pantheism. served the rights of the will, and liberty. But 
some less sensible and more logical intellect may 
arise which, efiacing the unsubstantial distinction 
between the understanding, conceived as finite, and 
the will conceived as infinite, shall refer the will 
to the understanding, the understanding to a 
series of passive thoughts, and define the human 
soul by "a collection of modes of thought," as 
Descartes has defined body by " a collection of 
modes of extension." So completely will this be 
done, that it will only remain for him to assign as 
the common basis of all these ephemeral modes, 
the sole and universal substance. 
Connected This fatal disposition to efface the natural 
rtran ^^ activity of all creatures, and consequently to ex- 
▼iew of ar- aggerate Divine omnipotence, explains to my 
^^ mind that strange paradox of Descartes, that 
God enjoys absolute liberty to such a degree, 
that truth and right depend upon the will oiF 
God. 

This system, taken by itself and rigorously, is 
encumbered by manifest difficulties, and, indeed, 
absurdities. If truth and right depend upon the 
Divine will, they have no longer an absolute 
character. And what is this Divine will? A 
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will which is arbitrary, and necessarily indifferent, 
since it is prior to all truth and right. This will 
is caprice — it is chance. 

To say that all beings in this world depend Extrava- 
upon the free will of God is solid and true ; for ^p<* ^^ 
there is nothing necessary in the existence of of arbitrary 
these beings. But to say that this will is abso- ^*^ 
lutely arbitrary and indifferent, that it acts with- 
out any motive of wisdom or of goodness ; to 
assert that the existence of the world does not 
arise from the fact that God deemed it better to 
create it than to leave it in nothingness; but that 
God, having created it without any motive, it is 
better, from that time on, that it should than that 
it should not exist : this surely is to pledge oneself 
to a doubtful position. What else is it than 
to maintain that if the circle has equal radii it 
is because God has so willed, and to represent 
God as deciding by an act of His will that two 
and two make four ? Is not this the strangest of 
conceptions? Is it even serious? For, in fact, 
if the will of God makes truth, it must also make 
being. We must then go so far as to assert that 
the very being of God is posterior to His will; 
that He freely determined to exist; that He could 
have decided not to exist; — which precipitates 
one into a very abyss of extravagances. 

This excess of absurdity in so sensible a philo- Descartes' 
sopher as Descartes is calculated to inspire some SidnJ^and 
mistrust. One says to oneself that there must *;«»"»« 
be a mistake here; and, in fact, the paradox of^fj^y " 
Descartes is explained, unless I am mistaken, by i^^^- 
his views upon liberty in man and in God. 

Descartes has always and thoroughly inclined 
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Confusw to confouad two things which are profoundly dis- 

^teiSt.* ^^^ — ^^ understanding and the will It is 
his express doctrine that these are identical in the 
Divine essence. "In God," he says, "to will 
and to know is one," And elsewho-e: "To 
will, to understand, and to create, is one and the 
same thing in God, without precedence of any 
one, ne quidem rationed ^ Hence, to say that 
eternal truths, or the essences of things, depend 
on the will of God, is tantamount to saying that 
they have their origin and foundation in the 
Divine intellect. To say that without an act of 
God's will there would be neither truth nor false- 
hood, neither good nor evil, is to say that if God 
were not there would be nothing. 

Wrong Descartes, then, is triumphantly in the right 

^Mht"' ^^^ h^ ^^^™s ^'^^^ ^^^^^ ^s " nothing the truth 

wiUof Godof which precedes the knowledge which God has 

ha8noniie.Qf it;" and when he adds, "We cannot say that 

these truths would exist, even if God were not; 

for God is the first and the most eternal of all 

possible truths, and the sole truth whence all 

others proceed." I agree with this; but from 

the feet that truth has its foundation in the 

Divine nature, does it follow that the will of God 

has no rule, or that the beautiful and the good 

depend upon an arbitrary decree? Evidently 

not. 

Second We come to a second mistake. When acute 

great error. tl^eQlQgians reproach Descartes with having said 

that indifference is the lowest degree of liberty, 

he protests that he only wished to speak of the 

human will, and has all die air of maintaining the 

^ Letten, vi., p. 368. 
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perfect indifference of the Divine liberty. But 
we must not be duped by appearances. If will in 
God does not differ from intelligence, the Divine 
will is no more undetermined than the Divine 
understanding, which again is no more undeter- 
mined than the being of God. Descartes, then, 
is an indeterminist only in words; and if he 
could or would have explained himself directly, 
he would have maintained that in God as in man, 
indifference is not the characteristic of liberty. 

And here comes out one of the gravest defects 
in the psychology of the Meditations. From want 
of a sufficiently close observation of the conscious- 
ness, Descartes does not know the nature of the 
will. He constantly confounds it with that which 
it is not, sometimes identifying it with the judg- 
ment and sometimes with desire.^ This is a 
double error, pregnant with evil consequences. 
We are no more masters of our judgments than 
of our desires, and the peculiar characteristic of 
the will is to be free. By it we exercise a cer- 
tain degree of influence upon our judgments and 
desires ; it alone is its own possessor, and depends 
only upon itself. 

I cannot help thinking that before grappling 
with the dark and difficult problem of the Divine 
liberty, Descartes should have deeply studied the 
character of human liberty, and have remembered 
his own method, which consists in ascending from 
human nature to the Divine nature, to transfer to 
the Creator all in the creature which is marked 
with the character of perfection. Nor should he 
have flung himself alternately into the contrary 

1 Comp. Meditations^ I., p. 267 ; and Princifa, Part I., p. 32. 
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extremes of an indifferent and capricious liberty 
wluch is like chance, and of a will so determined 
by the understancUng that it has lost the indepen- 
dence in which it consists. Instead of this, find- 
ing will in man, finding it free, linked to the 
understanding which enlightens, to the goodness 
which counsels, to the love which inspires it, he 
should have conceived it in God with these 
marks, only purified from all limitation. Thus 
he would have left no doubt upon his real 
meaning, no cloud upon the absolute character 
of eternal verities, no shadow upon human and 
Divine liberty ; and, in short, among so many 
sublime views and profound truths, he would 
not have let fall some seeds of fatalism. 



Second Creatine. 

God in the System of Malebranche, 



I HAVE consulted Descartes upon divine things, 
and when I endeavour to give myself an account 
of my impressions, I am forced to confess to my- 
self that the great • philosopher has not satisfied 
me, except upon points of which I was already 
convinced. It is true that I have in my conscious- 
ness the idea of the Perfect, of the Infinite ; or, Descarte* 
in the language of this day, of the Absolute. It^^J^^ 
is true again that this idea represents something 
real, the Being of beings, the eternal source of all 
things. I have little hesitation about all this. 
But what is this Absolute, this First Principle ? 
Is He an intelligible and adorable being, or an » 
enigma, a blind power or providence? This is 
what I should have wished to learn from Des- 
cartes. But whilst I was meditating upon the 
brief answers which fell from his lips, I felt the 
luminous image of God the Creator obscured in 
my wavering intellect by the undefined phantoms 
of Pantheism. To give stability to my thoughts, 
I am about to turn to the two men who are con- 
sidered to have understood Descartes best ; I shall 
read Malebranche and Spinoza. These are two 
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Male- recluse and meditative minds, unknown to one 
and°Spmo-2^^^other,' who have set out from the same spot, to 
», the separate almost immediately, and always occupied 
rfDes!"^ with their own than with any other speculations. 
«*^^^- I shall first visit Malebranche among the Brothers 

tranche a ^^ ^^ Oratory, or in the quiet retreat of Raray. 
man of two He has two books constantly open before him, Des- 
chrirtian cartes and Saint Augustine. His life is occupied 
or Augji»- in meditating upon them. He knows nothing of 
tesian. distractious, except some childlike amusements. 
Gentle and self-collected, only belonging to this 
"OSS world by a meagre and attenuated frame, 
lis only joy and passion is to reflect. 

When he had come to twenty-six years of age, 
he was still groping his way. A book by Des- 
cartes one day fell into his hands. He read it, 
and from that day forth belonged to the new spirit. 
Let us look at a man who renounces erudition, 
Hebrew, and criticism, in which he had made 
some essays by virtue of his religious obedience, 
and who, willing from henceforth to knpw no more 
historically than had sufficed Adam, seeks all his 
light from the clear and distinct ideas of his reason. 
He is a metaphysician and a geometer : he is a Car- 
tesian. But Cartesian and reasoner as he is, he is at 
the same time pre-eminently a Christian, not merely 
a Christian by education and habit, but a Christian 
who is spiritual and fervent even to mysticism. Thus 
he cannot understand why his master, Descartes, 
wished to draw an insurmountable line of demar- 
cation between reason and faith, between philo- 
sophy and theology. For his part, his Christianity 
and his Cartesianism are one. He finds in the 
lights of his reason a revelation of the obscurities 
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of the faith, and in the revealed dogmas the key 
to the profoundest mysteries of nature. He makes 
Tio pretensions to innovate. His philosophy is 
that of Descartes, his theology that of Saint Au- 
gustine. His sole object is to unite them, to 
make of Saint Augustine and of Descartes one 
only philosopher, one mind, and one heart. On 
this his energies were concentrated : this was his 
life-work, the secret of that unparalleled intermix- 
ture of candour and rashness, of subtlety and enthu- 
siasm, which make him so interesting, amiable, and 
original. 

The feet that Cart esianism disentangles, our Male- 
spirits from the chains of the corporeal world, ^^^^01 to 
and teaches us to assign but little place to the Cartesian- 
objects of sense, is the point which first of all won^i pj^ 
Malebranche. When men commence to reflect, ^^««°" 
they imagine that the bodies which surround us are jects hoU 
the clearest, most accessible, most real and certain *° ****^ 

. _ a svstem 

objects in the universe. This is a pure illusion, 
according to Descartes ; nothing at bottom is more 
obscure or less substantial. There is nothing 
dear but ideas, nothing real but the objects of 
the intelligible world. There is no true light but 
the light of reason which shines down into the 
lowest deeps of the soul. 

Descartes saw very clearly that the most strik- pheno- 
ing phenomena of the physical world are in them- J*^^^ 
selves profoundly unknown, and, so far as we are themselves, 
concerned, are reduced to sensations. What in 
itself is the heat which comes from this fire-place ? 
I do not know, and all that I do know is the im- 
pression which I receive. The point of a needle 
pricks my hand, and makes me utter an exclama- 
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tion of pain: where is this p^n? Not in the 
insensible needle, nor in I know not what nerves 
of the injured organ ; the pain is in me ; it is a 
mode of my inner being. And in the same way, 
those colours that appear to deck earth and heaven, 
those glittering rays, those wafting perfimies, those 
ringing sounds, are nothing else than my sentient 
being projected outwards by an inveterate and 
habitual delusion. 
Extension What then is there which is clear and really 
m!)d« the known in sensible objects ? Extension, form and 
only reiiity motiou, nothing more : for this alone is indepen- 
objecti! dent of our sensations; this alone is capable of 
absolute determination and precise knowledge. 
But what are all possible forms, except the different 
limits which extension may receive? Are not 
rest and motion reduced to relations of distance, 
that is to say, to accidents of extension ? The cor- 
poreal world fundamentally and essentially is com- 
prised in extension with its modes. But extension, 
thus taken in itself, and freed from our deceptive 
impressions, is no more a sensible but an intelligible 
thing. It is an idea; it belongs to the under- 
standing, to the pure intellect. 

The senses consequently have nothing to tell 
us upon the nature and essence of bodies ; they 
can only inform us in what respects these bodies 
can be agreeable or disagreeable, useful or noxious 
to us. They minister to the necessities of material 
life, and have no business to interfere with the 
superior requirements of science. Science lives 
by light. It is composed of ideas. It only listens 
lo reason. 

Let us consult reason. Does it assure us of 
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the actual existence of bodies? By no means.^ Reason 
It tells us that there is an idea of bodies, the idea ^^ ^ 
of extension with all the modes by which it can. the actual 
be diversified. But this idea does not imply actual** bodi«. 
existence. Otherwise, it must be maintained that 
the material universe is as necessary as God, 
and that it exists by virtue of its own essence. 
But it is not so. The idea of the material uni- 
verse only represents a possible extension, which 
is capable of an infinitude of forms and motions. 
Does this extension exist objectively? This 
.reason can never demonstrate. Descartes per- 
fectly understood this. He did not hesitate to 
declare that the existence of bodies is not self- 
evident, and cannot be demonstrated by the idea 
which we have of them. Only, he believed that 
he had found another mode of demonstration by 
resting upon the truth of God, who would mock 
us, he said, if we were deceived by our senses. 
Descartes was mistaken: for God communicates 
with us naturally by reason, and reason, far from 
inviting us to believe in our senses, warns us that 
they have been altered and corrupted since sin 

' [Some Oxford readers of this section may happen to recollect a cer- 
tain sermon on "The Theory of Development in Religious Doctrine," 
preached in St. Mary's Church on the Feast of the Purification, 1843. 
That sermon was remarkable for more reasons than one. It was the 
last ever delivered in that pulpit by its admired author. It contained 
within itself two spirits, yet at war — the spirit of the most audacious 
Pyrrhonism, and the spirit of unlimited submission to the most unlimited 
dogmatism. Here are the two currents that have drifted some splendid 
wrecks of Oxford intellect to everv shore of thought, fix>m Romanism to 
Positivism. But I can only signalize here the exact Malebranchism of 
one of the strangest passages in that strange sermon — " What if the 
properties of matter, as we conceive of them, are merely relative to us ? 
And should any one fear lest such thoughts as these should tend to a 
dreary and hopeless Scepticism, let him take into account the Being and 
Providence of God," &c. — hewmcuit University Sermo/u^ p. 350.] 
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entered into the world, and commands us to mis- 
trust them.^ 

If then we were reduced to the light of nature, 
if we did not know from a superior source that 
Gkxi has deigned to give existence to extension 
and motion, we should consider the corporeal 

1 [It is sad to see how sophistically some pious persons will argue in 
defence of propositions which every believing Christian must accept, 
while he has the ungracious task of pointing out weaknesses in the 
position of his own friends. Thus, in an otherwise admirable sermon on 
the Doctrine of the Atonement by Professor Heurtley, preached before 
the University of Oxford, the objection to the Atonement, founded on its 
alleged contrariety to man's " moral sense," is answered by an allegation 
against man's moral nature identical with that which Malebranche 
urges against man's senses. ** Is it that moral sense, or moral nature, 
which man had before the fidl ? But if it be that which he has had 
since the fall, how shall we be safe in trusting to < such ' a rule ? " And, 
again, apparently on this ground, we are told that we must receive doc- 
trines which ^^ contradict our natural sense of what is fit or unfit, right or 
wrong." I confess that I must hold with Butler: *' Reason can and it 
oueht to judge of the morality of Revelation. It is the province of reason 
to judge of the morality, whether it contains things plainly contradictory 
to wisdom, justice, or goodness. . . Reason is the only raculty we have, 
wherewith to judge concerning anything, even Revelation itself." — 
Analogy, Part II. C. 3, cf. cv. adjmem. It is instructive to remark how 
Professor Heurtley, forgetting his paradox, afterwards states of this 
doctrine, at variance with man's ** moral nature since the £sdl," that '* it 
gives us an exalted idea of God" and cites analogies drawn from our being 
as "framed origimdly in His own image," forgetting that the analogy 
should, according to himself, lose all propriety since the £idl. Dr. 
Heurtley quotes Dr. Pusev, who maintains that reason, " since the fdl," 
is no true guide. " But then what reason (will not conflict with fEuth) ? 
Reason such as Adam had it before the falL That poor blinded prisoner, 
majestic in its wreck, bearing still the lineaments of its primevsil beauty 
and giant might, yet doom^, until it be set free, to grind in the mill 
of its prison-house, and make sport for the master to whom it is enslaved ; 
this which cannot guide itself^ is no guide into the mind of God." — Dr. 
Pusn't Sermon ^^AU Faith the Gift of God," P. 1 6. I am insensible 
neither to the convincing power of Dr. Heurtley's general argument, 
nor to the exquisite beauty and touching piety of Dr. Pnsey's language ; 
but I cannot help preferring one of Butler's golden sentences, ^^not 
vili fifing the faculty of reason, which is the candle uf the Lord within 
us. — Analogy, Part II. conclusion. One curious development of this 
mode of reasoning is noticed by Bishop Fitzgerald. The great argu- 
ment of Butler's analogy has been condemned on the ground that 
the constitution and course of nature has been so mutilated and dislo* 
cated since the fall as to leave no valid points for the analogy between 
it and religion, natural and revealed. — Life of ButUr^ p. Lxxxviii.] 
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world as purely possible, and a£Snn nothing about The power 
its reality. 1«^« 

You will tell me perhaps that you are certain at po proof of 
least of the existence of your own body, since you ence^Md 
can move it. This again is an illusion. Then»y^a° 
patient, whose arm has been amputated, believes ""**"" 
that he feels pain in it. Who has not traversed 
boundless spaces in his dreams, while remaining 
without motion in his bed ? Let us expel these 
uncertain impressions, sometimes true and some- 
times false, and only believe infallible reason. It 
will tell us that the soul is a thinking substance, 
and the body an extended substance, and that 
between thought and extension there is no con- 
ceivable communication. And so Descartes has 
not hesitated to confess that the soul, without 
Divine assistance, would be incapable of influenc- 
ing the movements of the body. This assistance 
is not sufficient ; for the action of body upon soul 
and of soul upon body, is not only difficvdt to un- 
derstand and beyond the will of man : it is repug- 
nant to the nature of things, it is in itself im- 
possible. 

Besides, how can the soul be mistress of the 
bodily motions, when it cannot determine its own 
modifications ? Just as in extended substance all 
may be reduced to form and motion, so in thinking 
substance all may be reduced to the perceptions 
of the understanding and the inclinations of the 
will- The soul receives various perceptions, as 
the body receives various forms, and is directed to 
certain objects, just as the body is moved in such 
and such directions. It is not. the body which 
bestows upon itself its own form and motion — ^it 
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receiTes them fram nithoat; nor can the sonl 
change the order of its thoughts, whkh is regulated 
by the uniyersal laws of reason, nor the course of 
its inclinations, which depends upon the primidye 
law of. good inherent in its essence, and the 
supreme law of all sensible and intelligent beings. 
The iwww What then can our will do ? Alas ! only one 
is extreme- ^^^9 to deceive itself and to fail — ^that is to cause 
hf limited, the Strength which we have received forthe purpose 
of loving all goods according to their relative 
excellence, to rest upon an inferior good. We 
love to attribute to ourselves an unlimited power 
over nature and ourselves. This is because we 
scarcely know ourselves. Our soul has not pro- 
perly the idea of itself. It does not see itself in its 
archetype, it merely feels itself. Had we the idea 
of thinking substance, as we have that of number 
or extension, we should know of what modifica- 
tions the human soul is capable as clearly as we 
know what an even number or a spherical figure 
is ; we should have a clear and distinct notion of 
pain, volition, free-will, all things of which we 
have only a confused sentiment. Strange and 
humiliating condition! We know the body better 
than the soul, in this sense, that we know body 
in general by the idea or archetype which repre- 
sents it, while we only know the soul by a senti- 
ment. 
Our only What then do we definitely know, condemned 
knowledge, ^ we are to distrust our senses, our imagination, 
that we our verv consciousness? We know that there 

have *Am»* , ' 

' are ideas, that these ideas are the immutable rule 
of our thoughts, that in attaching ourselves to 
them we are in truth, light, and order, and that 
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as soon as these ideas become obscure for us, we 
are nothing but trouble, error, ignorance, disorder 
and confusion. 

What then are these ideas? They are not what am 
forms of our being. For we are changing, and*^^^ 
they are inmiutable. We are subject to error, 
and they are infallible. We are full of mistiness, 
and they are radiant with light. We are finite 
and imperfect, and they all, in their own manner, 
express infinity and perfection. They rule while 
they enlighten our feeble reason. In their immu- 
table essence, in their eternal and necessary inter- 
dependence, they constitute reason itself, universal 
reason, the truth. 

Have reason and truth nothing above them ? God abore 

Are they not linked to an ultimate principle, i^^rme^-** 
which is God? Doubtless. For, in the first ^n^ '«*ea be- 
place, all which is immutable and eternal is, byaSldHkn. 
the very force of the term, divine. Then we find 
in our soul the thought of the Infinite Being ; not 
only of the infinite in some sense or other, but of 
the infinitely infinite Being. What is the object 
of that thought ? Shall we say that it is the idea 
or archetype of the Infinite ? But that is some- 
thing more, it is the Infinite Himself. Let us 
consider it more carefully. There cannot properly 
be an idea of the infinite. For every idea ex- 
presses a particular being. The idea of number 
expresses all numbers possible, nothing more* 
The idea of a circle expresses all imaginable circles^ 
nothing else. The idea of extension enfolds an 
infinity of figures and motions, but it is always 
nothing more than the idea of extension. But the 
Infinite Being is the being who excludes all par- 
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ticularity, who encloses all existence in himself. 
Therefore no idea can represent the Infinite Being. 
He is Himself His own idea^ — which means that 
between Him and human thought there can be no 
intermediary. If we think of Him, He must 
exist. But in fact we think of the Infinite 
Being. We have, it is true, but an obscure and 
finite view, but we see Him as infinite. And as 
we cannot see Him by the intermediation of an 
idea, it follows that we see Him immediately in 
Himself. 
Seeing aU What, then, is called the idea of the Infinite 
**^ "* is God Himself discovering Himself to man. We 
see God, and in Him we see all things. For the 
Infinite Being is infinitely intelligent. He is reason 
and truth itself In the unity of His being He 
embraces all essences, all ideas, the eternal arche- 
types of all things. Each idea is, properly, only 
the being of God in so far as it can be communi- 
cated to such or such a class of objects. The idea 
of extension, for instance, is God in so far as He 
can communicate to finite beings anything of His 
intelligible extension. And so with all other ideas. 
God, then. Himself placed above all ideas, em- 
braces them eternally in His essence, where He 
sees and contemplates them eternally. This is 
the permanent dialogue of God with His word, 
the mysterious converse where God as Being, 
gives Himself entirely to God as Thought, where 
the Father communicates all His substance to the 

> Etaretiefu Metabhysiquesy II. 5. 

* [Sir W. Hamilton denies to this speculation the praise of originality. 
« It is," he says, <* but a transference to man, in via, of that mode of 
cognition which all Christian divines have attributed to man, infatria^" 
—Ditausiofu, p. 1 99.] 
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Son. This divine word, this eternal reason, 
shines in our souls, and makes us see in God 
some of the ideas enfolded in His infinite essence 
— and this is our weak reasofi.^ 

But God is not only truth and thought, He is Loving aU 
also order and love. He knows and loves Him- Q^f *" 
self; and He loves all beings which can emanate 
from Him in the proportion in which each of them 
represents Himself. In communicating to us some 
rays of His intelligence. He has also given us a 
scintillation of His love, and that is what we call 
our will. To will, is to be directed towards that 
which we love, and we can only love an object in 
proportion as it i6 good ; that is to say, as it parti- 
cipates in the divine goodness, the only true object 
of our love on its own account. In this way, as 
we see all in God, so we love all in Him. It is 
not enough to conceive Him as King of the physi- 
cal universe, the first principle of all forms and of 
all motions ; we must learn to know Him as Master 
of our minds and hearts, as the prime cause of all 
our thoughts, acts, and inclinations. 

How can the Creator be anything else than the Male- 
universal, and sole truly efficacious cause? Let^j^^^^f' 
us consider what is a creature ? That which is creatureiy 
nothing of itself; consequently that which of itself aeS^e," and 
tends to nothing:, and only continues in existence ^f the Ar- 
by the efficacy of the divine will. The idea of a " 
creature, then, does not imply any intrinsic efficacy. 
Besides, what means have we of understanding 
how a created and dependent being can give itself 
a particular determination ; how a body, for in- 

1 Meditations Chetiennes^ I. and II. 
,* De la Recherche de la veritCy I.) X and 2. 
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stance, can give itself such and such a movement, 
or a soul such and such a volition ? It is a first 
principle that the preservation of creatures is a 
continuous creation* from which it follows that 
every creature requires every moment, for its pre- 
servation, an act like that which first drew it out 
of nothing. See, then, a body, which at a given 
moment, possesses a particular figure or motion. 
God then creates it with this form and movement. 
To suppose this body able to give itself, at the 
present moment, a cfifFerent figin-e and motion, 
would be to suppose that the body exceeds the 
divine action, that it makes itself such, that it 
creates itself, which is a contradiction. God alone 
is therefore powerful, alone efficacious, alone moves 
souls and bodies. He is their mover, not at ran- 
dom, but according to harmonious laws. A given 
movement of the soul answers to a given move- 
ment of the body ; hence the union of soul and 
body, and all the order of nature. 
Why did It remains to inquire why this God, who moves 
the liJSdd? 2JI things, in whom we see all, for whom we love 
all — ^has made this world, and why He has made 
it such as it is ? Shall we believe with Descartes 
that the creation of the world is the work of an 
indifferent liberty. Far from it. Descartes is 
here wrong; and we must correct him, by the 
help of Saint Augustine. An indifferent must 
necessarily be a capricious liberty, at least, unless 
we would employ words abusively, and, in place 
of caprice, introduce a blind necessity under the 
name of indifference. But God is reason itself. 
He is also order and right. He is therefore free 
from all caprice, and from all necessity, and does 
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nothing, except by the counsels of wisdom, and 
the inspirations of love. 

Here is a first view of the wherefore of crea- 1, the 
tion. But human curiosity does not pause here, onj^erw 
It is all too little for it to know, generally, that infinite? 
God has made the world, and that He has made 
it worthy of His goodness, and of His wisdom. 
It would know upon what ground the world 
seemed to its Creator worthy of existence. It 
would know if He has created it finite in extent, 
or mfinite. If infinite, is it not equal to God ? 
If finite, what proportion does it bear to its 
cause ? Then, is the world perfect or imperfect ? 
Perfect it cannot possibly be ; if imperfect, why in 
such a degree rather than such another ? These 
are dark questions, upon which, however, reason 
throws some gleams, aided in its need by the 
revelations of faith. 

Let us start from evident principles. God is 
free, and omnipotent. But God can only act ac- ♦ 
cording to what He is, and to all that He is.^ 
But He is reason, truth, justice, and to use one 
word which expresses the entireness and harmony 
of His attributes, He is order. ^ He cannot, 
therefore, act otherwise than according to the 
eternal laws of order, which are eternally graven 
in His ihind, and thence reflected upon ours : 
First, then, it is clear, that if God resolves to use 
the creative, action, it is because He esteems it 
conformable to order ; because, in the view of His 
wisdom, the being of creatures is better than 
their non-existence. Here is that which is cer- 

1 Entretiens sur la Metaphysique^ IX. 
s Traite d» MoraU^ I., 14. 
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tain. But it would seem that the existence of 

the world from all eternity follows from this. 

For its conformity to order is an eternal truth, 

and the wisdom of God is eternal also. But if 

. we suppose the world eternal, that is to say, 

infinite in duration, this is a natural consequence 

of making it infinite in extent, so that it may 

express the immensity of God by its dimensions, 

as it reflects His eternity in its duration. 

Order re- Shall we accept these two grave conclusions ? 

quirwa Malebrauche cannot decide to do so. "Observe 

limited in carefuUy," he says, "that God can never do any- 

duratbn**^ thing which belies His qualities, and must leave 

all the marks of their dependence upon creatures 

who are essentially dependent. But the essential 

character of dependence is to have once been 

non-existent. An eternal world appears to be a 

necessary emanation from the Divinity. It is 

necessary that God should mark that He is so 

completely self-sufficient, that for an eternity He 

could dispense with His work."^ 

Order, then, will have a world limited in dura- 
tion, as well as a world limited in extent. For 
this cause, at whatever cost, we must reject the 
infinite vortices of the Cartesian world. " Let us 
leave to the creature the character which is suit- 
able to it ; let us assign to it nothing which 
approaches to the Divine attributes." This is all 
very well. But when this difficulty is thus solved, 
another presents itself. 
How is a If, in point of fact, the world is so completely 
^^^ limited; if its extension and duration are, as it 
worthy of were, lost in the immensity of possible extensions 

its crea- 
tor ? ^ Entretieru sur la Metaphysifue^ IX., 7. 
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and conceivable durations, how is it worthy of its 
Creator ? how can it express His perfections, and 
be an instrument of His glory ? 

The difficulty appears insoluble; and I can un^-Thc incar 
derstand the extreme embarrassment of Male-JJJ^'"^ 
branche. On the one hand, he has proved that branche, 
the world should express the perfections of God, ^^"n 
and that in that lies the reason for the existence of worthy of 
creatures. On the other hand, order demands a world 
finite in duration, in extent, in the number of crea- 
tures of which it is composed. Would such a world 
present a sufficient motive of action to God? 
Apparently not ; unless, indeed (as Malebranche, 
struck by a sudden flash of inspiration, takes up 
the problem again), God has found the sublime 
secret of making His work divine, and of ren- 
dering it proportionate to His Divine action. 
*' However great and perfect the universe may be 
supposed to be, as long as it is finite it must be 
unworthy of the action of an infinite God. God, 
then, would never adopt the design of producing 
it." How, then, shall He draw the universe from 
this profane condition ? How shall He render it 
worthy of His approbation? By the union of 
one Divine Person, that is to say, by the incarna- 
tion of Jesus Christ.^ 

God, in truth, has not formed man, the most 
complete and the most excellent creature in the 
universe, without foreseeing the whole course of 
his destinies. He knew' from all eternity that 
man, quickly fallen from his first estate, would 
have need of the Divine hand to raise him up, 
and He reserved it for Himself to raise man, and 

1 Entretiens sur la Metaphysique^ IX., 4 Cf., Traite dcla Nature et de la 
Grace, I Art. 1-6. 
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with him the whole creation, by means of the 
Divine Mediator. At the moment fixed in the 
eternal counsel of the Almighty, the Word is to 
be made flesh. He is to unite Himself not only 
to the mind of man, but to his body also; and by 
this mysterious union, the human soul, the human 
body, all souls, and all bodies, in short, the whole 
creation of God is to be transformed, elevated, and 
sanctified. It is to have in it somewhat divine. 
It is to acquire an infinite value, and to become 
the expression of the infinite perfection of its 
Creator. And thus the incarnation of the Word, 
eternally meditated by the Creator, contains the 
final reason of creation. Sceptics imagine that 
the incarnation of Jesus Christ is the scandal of 
reason, and, undoubtedly, this dogma has its ob- 
scurities. But, from the very bosom of the 
mystery of the God-man, there flashes a ray of 
light which illuminates the connection of the 
finite with the Infinite, of the creature with the 
Creator. 

If Cartesian philosophers cry out against this 
unlooked for explanation, Malebranche answers, 
*'What? Is not the universe, sanctified by Jesus 
Christ, and subsisting in Him, more divine, and 
worthier of the action of God, than all your 
infinite vortices ?" 
Theoiogi- But, here, the theologians object in their turn. 

"^ ^'tSt ^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ sinned, f hey say, the Word would 
thia theory not have been incarnate. Consequently, you 
^^^^" make sin necessary, or the Incarnation useless, 
or the * This serious objection does not bring Malebranche 
JjJ^^'^'to a pause. He plunges himself deeper in his 
theory, and fe^^ile as he is in expedients, and in- 
exhaustible in hypotheses, he heaps rashness uppn 
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rashness: "Though man had never sinned," he 
says, " a Divine Person would not have failed to 
unite Himself to the universe, to sanctify it, to 
draw it from its profane condition, to render it 
divine, to give it an infinite dignity, so that God, 
who can only act for His own glory, should receive a 
glory perfectly correspondent to His action. Could 
not the Word unite Himself to the work of God 
without becoming incarnate ? He was made man; 
could He not have made Himself of angelic 
nature ? It is true that, in making Himself man. 
He unites Himself, at the same time, to two sub- 
stances, and that by this union He sanctifies all 
nature. For this reason, I know not if sin has 
been the sole cause of the Incarnation of the Son 
of God."^ 

Malebranche then flatters himself that he has Disorders 
assigned, in the Incarnation of our Lord, the"**^^ 
general reason which has determined God to 
create. If, however, the world be considered in 
itself, is it found worthy of its principle? It 
should be so seemingly, as God could have no 
other end in creating the universe, than to make 
His perfections manifest in it. " What," it will 
be said, " do so many monsters and disorders, and 
such a profusion of impious siimers, contribute to 
the perfection of the universe ?" 

These objections are confessed by Malebranche Theory of 
to be specious. But they lose their gravity, upon ^*^!* 
considering, that to measure the perfection of a the solution 
work, we must not only look at the end which ^f^^^ 
the workman proposed to himself, but also take 

1 Etttretieru sur la Metaphytijucy IX., 5. 

F 
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into account the means which he has employed to 
attain this end. 

" God wills that His conduct, as well as His 
work, should bear the impress of His attributes. 
Not content that the universe should honour Him 
by its excellency and beauty, He wills that His 
ways should glorify Him by their simplicity, their 
fecundity, their universality, their uniformity, by 
all those characters expressive of the qualities 
which He makes it His glory to possess.'* This 
is the key to all the difficulties which arise from 
the spectacle of evil. Consider only the ends of 
God, apart from His waysy and the world is an 
enigma, or rather a scandal. Why does God, who 
yesterday covered the whole country with flowers 
and fruits, ravage it to-day with frost or hail? 
Why does rain rail upon the sand of the deserts ? 
why do so many seeds perish for want of condi- 
tions favourable to their development?^ These 
questions, and a thousand like them, are easily 
solved, if we consider that God has established 
simple and general laws, in virtue of which, all 
the phenomena of the universe are accomplished. 
No doubt, God could hinder the rain from falling 
on the sands. But this determinate end would 
require a particular will. God would then dero- 

> [The student of Butler will remember how he answers the objec- 
tion, drswn from the world's not '' becoming a state of moral discipline 
to many/* from the analogy of nature in the waste of seeds. << And I 
cannot forbear adding, that the i^fpean u ue of such an amazing ivaste in 
nature, with respect to tbOst seeas and bodies, by foreien causes, is to 
ui as unaccountable as what is much more terrible, the present and 
future ruin of so many moral agents by themselves, ix^ by vice." — 
AmtUgu^ Part I«, c. 5. Let me reier to, and recommend Bishop Fitz- 
gerald^ note, pointing special attention to the distinction between the 
itrnkUmss and m¥»K9»u4*Mtmu of these very diAerent, thou^ in one re- 
spect analogous phenomena, Cf., JBrriMry'i Prme^Us of Human Kmaw 
in|pr, sect 15a*] 
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gate from His general ways. His conduct would 
not be in harmony with His wisdom, that is to 
say, with order, the inviolable and necessary rule 
of His will. 

It may be said, generally, that " God has seen 
from all eternity all possible works, and all pos- 
sible ways of producing each of them. And as 
He only acts for His own glory, and according to 
what He is. He determined to will that work 
which could be produced and preserved by ways 
which, conjointly with this work, should redound 
more to His honour than any other work pro- 
duced by any other way."^ That which deter- 
mines God is the relation composed of the beauty 
of the work, and the simplicity of the ways. 
" If the defects of the universe diminish this rela- 
tion, the simplicity, fecundity, and wisdom of the 
ways, or laws, wluch God follows, augment it the 
more. A more perfect world, but one produced 
by ways less fruitful, and less simple, would not 
have the impress of the Divine attributes so much 
as our own world. This is why the world is 
filled with wicked men, with monsters, with dis- 
orders of every kind." Malebranche is so con- 
vinced of the truth of this explanation, so 
ingenious in developing its consequences, and so 
pleased with their fruitfulness, that after having, 
as he thinks, resolved all difficulties which meet 
us in the natural order of things, he undertakes 
to solve those in the supernatural. 

The kingdom of grace has its laws like that of 
nature. And just as motion is propagated and 
conmiunicated in bodies, according to simple and 

> Entretietu sur la ^^ktphysifuey IX., lO. 
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universal laws, so is it with the effiision of the 
Divine gift in souls. It is asked why rain fells 
upon the sands ; it may be asked also why grace 
drops ineflFectually upon hearts ill-disposed to 
receive it. It is because God would have to act 
by particular volitions, to cause that grace to be 
withheld ; in other words, He would have to per- 
form miracles every moment. To expect this 
would be to wish that God should cease to con- 
form to the sovereign laws of order, that He 
should cease to act as God. 

"The design of God in His Church, is to 
make a work worthy of Himself. He wills His 
Church to be ample, for He willeth that all men 
should be saved. He wills that she should be 
holy, for this, above all things, is His will, even 
the sanctification of men. God, then, loves the 
greatness and the fedmess of His work, but He 
loves, above all, the rules of His wisdom. He 
wills that all men should be saved, but He will 
only save those whom He can save, acting as He 
should act. Men must follow His ways. God will 
not change for them the order, the uniformity, 
the regularity of His government. The action of 
God must bear the stamp of the Divine attri- 
butes." ^ 
The theory The cousequeuces of this theory are inex- 
"D^ine hsiustible. Predestination, the fewness of the 
ways" elect, eternal punishments, the most awftil mys- 
thlT^u**' teries have nothing to terrify or perplex a philo- 
tion of sophical theologian. Thanks to the principle of 
m^rtentt. the " general will," all is explained, and becomes 
clear. That which appeared miraculous is only 

1 MedittOioru Chrttietmesy VUI., 22. 
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the result of a hidden order. Tliat which ap- 
peared mysterious becomes beautifully luminous. 
It seems, for a moment, as if miracles and 
mysteries were about to disappear, and intellect 
to dispense with feith, in presence of this adven- 
turous theology, which refers everything to precise 
reasons, and universal laws. 

" O, my only Master ! hitherto I had believed 
that miraculous effects were more worthy of Thy 
Father than ordinary and natural eflFects. But 
now I comprehend that the power and wisdom 
of God appear more clearly, for thoSe who medi- 
tate upon it aright, in the commonest eflFects, 
than in those which strike and astonish the mind, 
by reason of their novelty.^ Let those who 
imagine that Nature is the principle of ordinary 
eflFects, and who judge of all things by the im- 
pression which they make upon their senses, 
stop short in admiring extraordinary eflFects ; they 
have need of miracles to raise themselves to Thee. 
But let those who own that Thou art the only 
cause of all things adore without ceasing Thy 
wisdom, in the simplicity and fecundity of Thy 

WAYS. ^ 



1 [<< <But all thu is to be ascribed to the general course of nature/ 
True. Tt is to be ascribed to the general course of nature, i.r., not 
surely to the words or ideas, course of nature ; but to Him who appointed 
it." — BuiUr*s Analogif, Part I., chap. ii. It is well for us to see how our 
ordinary language becomes a veil, hiding God from us. Scaliger has 
finely said, ^'Natura est ordinaria Dei patestas^ sicut Fortuna ejus voluntoi" 
-^De Subtil, CLXXXVIIT.J 

' Meditati§tu ChrOietuus, VIJI., 22. 
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DOUBTS AND DIFFICULTIES. 



Admira- I admire Malebranche, and could wish to fol- 
JjJ]J^ low him always. I at once admire and love his 
branche. flight towards things invisible, his enthusiasm 
for the philosophy of ideas, his calm and noble 
confidence in reason ; what finishes the charm 
which he exercises over me is the perfect sincerity, 
the peculiar candour, and the exquisite simplicity 
to be found in all his discussions. His thoughts 
flow freely from their exuberant source. His 
vein of reflection is inexhaustibly fertile ; and we 
can easily excuse in him his gentle self-compla- 
cence in his favourite thought. And what art, 
what innocent dexterity, he possesses in covering 
the weak sides of his speculation, in giving a 
touch of softness to them when they are dry, and 
drawing a veil over them when they are rash ? 
Faults in I am then delighted with the system of Male- 
^^^f" branche, but I am not convinced. Need I say 
branche. it ? It seems to me that while he clings to the 
principles of Descartes, he developes them out- 
rageously, and falsifies by exaggerating them. 
The world I am quite ready with Malebranche to detach 

tom^Md ^y^^^ fr^"^ ^^ sensible world, to enter into 
our bodies myself for the purpose of self-collection, and 
a diimCTf ^ there while the senses and imagination are hushed, 
cai exist- to listeu to that voice of reason which speaks 
of the invisible and ideal. But to believe that 
the world with which I am connected by so 
many links is only a phantom of my imagination,* 
and that the very limbs which I move have only a 

> rrhere is one important bearing of Malebranche's idealism to 
which M. Saisset does not allude. It annihilates the doctrine of 
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chimerical existence, is to take up too heavy a 
wager against good sense: it is to lose oneself at 
Tyill in refined illusions, simply for the pleasure of 
not seeing that which the eyes of the vulgar see. 

I am ready to admit the incompleteness and The intei- 
limitation of my understanding, the weakness and^**^" 
impotence of my will; but I can never be per- the will are 
suaded that I am entirely passive in the pursuit of p^*^- 
truth, nor that my will may be analysed into desires 
in themselves perfectly impotent, so that in the 
last result my free-will consists merely in not hin- 
dering the natural elevation of my inclinations 
towards that which is good; that is to say, in a 
negative act which does nothing. Malebranche 
himself has so clearly perceived this consequence, 
that he has let slip the expression that the will, 
far from acting, is acted upon^ thus torturing lan- 
guage to give the lie direct to the most certain of 
all experiences — that of the inner sense. 

Transubstantiation. "There is no contradiction to sense in that mys- 
tery," say Roman Catholic divines. "The visible accidents remain 
unchanged; the unknown and unseen subttnOum in which they inhere, 
and w^ich is incognizable by sense, alone is changed." But the 
position of the absolute Idealist is, that the accidents are the total in every 
so-called material substance, and that the substance supposed to be 
changed is ml. Hence Malebranche devised his theory of an unknown 
and otiose universe of matter. Sir William Hamilton observes that 
poor Malebranche's death, after his metaphysical discussion with Bishop 
Berkeley, may have had a more momentous cause than excitement. It 
may have been the anguish of broken convictions. Indeed, the whole 
Cartesian system of physics was early and fiercely attacked on two 
grounds, ^i.) It makes extension the essential attribute of matter. But 
extension always supposes an extended and material subject. So in the 
Eucharist, after the sacramental words, the appearances of bread and 
wine are qualities under which resides an extended material subject ; 
f. r., real bread, (i.) It teaches that there is no itaatum, and speaks of 
the indefinite extension of the universe, which is but another word for its 
infinitas; i, «., for Spinozism. See Cousin^ Phil, Cartesienne^ pp. 432 sqq., 
and the acute remarks of Sir William Hamilton, which will be found* 
of special interest to the Theologian, in his article on " Idealism with 
vefer^ce to the scheme of Arthur Collier."] 
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A geome- I know that this evidence is suspected by Male- 
tricai con- bnuiche, that he distrusts a knowledge, which, as 
substituted he says, is one altogether or individual sentiment, 
for the real g^^ j^^ j^j^ 'carefully consider, that to throw a 

world. i . r • 

doubt upon the authonty or consciousness is to 
corrupt spiritual philosophy at its very source, and 
to shake the foundations of the Cartesian edifice. 
For the true method of interior observation,^ he 
introduces a precarious method, founded upon the 
uncertain basis of abstraction; for that which he 
calls the reason or pure intellect is, after all, 
abstraction, and nothing else. For this real and 
living world he substitutes a geometrical concept, 
the idea of extension, capable of form, division, 
and motion. I know that Descartes put Male- 
branche on this track; but Descartes knew where 
to stop. He, on the contrary, in the rapidity of 
his flight, entirely loses sight of this soul of ours, 
which is conscious of itself, which feels that it 
lives in a body, which is in connection with the 
universe, which is always active, even when it is 
merely attentive to its own thought, which feels that 
it is superior to its own desires, and that it is the 
mistress of its own resolutions. For this he substi- 
tutes a soul reduced to receiving perceptions as a 
body receives figures, and to obeying inclinations 
as inert bodies follow impulsions. And then, to 
prop up this universe, peopled with abstractions 
and chimeras, is there need of any other principle 
than undetermined being, the highest and hollowest 
of abstractions ? 

^ Fit is the glory of Scotch philosophy to have introduced psychology, 
based upon interior observation, for Metaphysics ; Reid is the finest spe- 
cimen of this. But too extreme an expulsion of Platonism degrades 
philosophy into a series of monographs upon the human faculties.J 
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He perceived this abyss, and recoiled from it. How 
Changing masters, he asked St. Augustine and^***: 
Plato to teach him of a God diflFerent from that capes from 
of the Pantheists. This is well; and his concep-f.^*"**^®/®' 

,..,/., * tic conclu- 

tion of God, taken in itself, is grand and pure. sion. 
This Sovereign Being, manifested to Himself by His 
reason, who is eternal truth, order, and good, is 
in feet the God of Plato and of St. Augustine. 
I adhere with all my energy to this idea of the 
all-perfect Being, conceived as independent and 
complete in Himself, knowing, and loving, and 
possessing Himself in the bosom of an eternal 
joy, and willing to communicate to His creatures 
some portion of His perfection and happiness. 
This is the Personal God, God the Creator. I 
admire those cherished thoughts of Malebranche, 
that God never acts but with wisdom and good- 
ness, that God must have a reason worthy of 
Himself for the creation of the world, that the 
work must express the workman, that the universe 
can only be worthy of God if it is the image of 
His Infinity. But how is it His image? It is 
finite, according to Malebranche; and it must be 
so to bear the creature's stamp of imperfection 
upon it. But is that a decisive reason? Cer- 
tainly Descartes, his master, would not have been 
satisfied with it. Malebranche rejects the Car- 
tesian infinite vortices: had he a right to do so? 
That is not so sure. For he, like Descartes, re- 
duces matter to extension, and allows that exten- 
sion, taken ideally, is infinite. From which it 
foljows, that the more really extended it is, the 
more it is a faithful copy of its eternal model. 
But he deems it certain that the world is finite 
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To make in spacc and time; and I allow that it is very dif- 

up for theg^-^ii^ to admit an actually realised infinity of 

acter of the greatness. This being so, to render the world 

J^J^ worthy of its author, he conceives it to derive an 

branche infinite value from the Incarnation of our Lord. 

^^|^*^Here is a strange thought, on which we must 

an infinite meditate long before we can appreciate its some- 

the^incar"* what refined sublimity. What has misled him is 

nation, doubtlcss the fiict of Seeing the universe and man 

thus raised to an infinite value, and one and the 

same principle explaining the mysteries of nature 

and of grace, reconciling and identifying feith and 

reason. I can well understand that such a thought 

should satisfy at once the philosopher and the 

Christian. It answered to his highest aspirations 

and to his deepest wants. It charmed and seduced 

that mystic spirit. Here, too, is the thought of 

a recluse living between Descartes and the Bible. 

as imsaS!?^ But Unhappily this theory, which ought to con- 

factoryto ciliate reason and faith, will, I fear, be received 

tiieolofirians . 

as to phUo- neither by philosophers nor by theologians. Theo- 
•ophera. logians set about disclaiming it. What will Bos- 
suet and Amauld say of this miracle of grace 
become fatally necessary, of this mystery meta- 
morphosed into a geometrically demonstrated truth ? 
To speak generally, Malebranche's theory of 
Divine grace suppresses the supernatural by bring- 
ing it under the general laws of nature ; and theo- 
logians are not Hkely to accede to such a position 
as that. Will the philosophers be better satisfied ? 
I doubt it. They are assured that the world be- 
comes worthy of God by the Incarnation. Bijjt it 
is a strange way to escape from one difliculty by 
entering into a labyrinth of others. The accumii- 
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lated mysteries of the Incarnation cannot be pro- 
posed as a philosophic solution of the problem of 
the creation of this world.^ 

' I am no better satisfied with the explanation of other faa- 
the problem of evil which incessantly recurs in the Male- 
system of Malebranche. He tells us that revolu- ^nmche'i 
tions, disorders, hideousness, abortive germs, the 
suflFering and the death of the innocent, matter but 
little. They are but particular accidents, and all 
this is nothing, while the principle of "general 
wills" triumphs. God must above all think of His 
glory. Perhaps the speculator has not sufficiently 
thought of His justice and goodness. 

Finally, to sound the very depth of the matter, i^atem 
it seems to me that the last word of this mystic ^*°^®*^"- 
genius is, that nature is but one vast theatre for 
the movements of God, as men are only the im- 
potent chords of an instrument with a thousand 
stops, which God uses for His glory. The uni- 
verse is efl[aced. The human soul is dissipated 
and vanishes. There is no longer anything but 
God. 

* pi have taken some liberties with the author's mode of expression, 
4ad omitted one or two sentences in this place.] 



Ci^iYli Creatine. 

The Pantheism of Spinoza. 



I HAVE asked from Malebranche the secret of his 
master's philosophy. Here it is, he has answered ; 
God is all, there is nothing but God. Is this the 
real meaning of Descartes ? At all events, it is 
not the final conclusion of reason. 
Spinoza. Shall I turn to Spinoza to ascertain what I should 
believe about God, according to Descartes and to 
reason ? I hesitate, for I hear it said that he is 
an Atheist. It is certain that the rabbis excom- 
municated him in his lifetime. And in truth when I 
throw my eye over his Treatise on Theology, when 
I see what he thought of the prophets, the miracles, 
and the Jewish law,^ I can understand the sen- 
tence. He was an absolute rationalist; of that 
there can be no doubt. So all Christian Churches 
agreed to condemn him. He was given up to 
popular insults. Portraits were scattered abroad 
in which he was represented with Satanic features, 

* rSpinoza resolves ptopheof into an unusual force of imagitiatioti. The 
propnets were not, he says, men of extraordinary gifts, and he sneers 
at Daniel as incapable of understanding his own revelations, even when 
they were explained. He seems to put Mahomet on a level veith the 
Hebrew prophets. In the supernatural sense of the word, there is no 
prophecy, according to him ; and a miracle, being a violation of the 
necessary laws of nature, is impossible.] 



inoza. 



THE PANTHEISM OF SPINOZA. .93 

his hand armed with serpents, and with legends 
such as this : Bendit^ de Spinoza^ yew and Atheist; 
or, again : Benoit de Spinoza^ prince of Atheists^ 
bearing upon his face the marks of reprobation. 
Yet a man is not an Atheist, for having been ex- 
conmimiicated by the rabbis, nor indeed for having 
been anathematized by all the clergy of Europe — 
for there have been found Christians, both Roman 
Catholic and Protestant, to accuse Descartes of 
Atheism. 

To judge Spinoza is the business of philosophers. Different 
But here philosophers appear to make common s'^° 
cause with orthodoxy. Malebranche, so gentle in 
character, so audacious in speculation, calls Spinoza 
a wretch. What shall we say of the sceptic 
Bayle's definition of Spinozism ; " a regular system 
of Atheism ?" Voltaire himself, in other respects 
very indulgent to the sallies of Spinoza, makes of 
him an enemy of God.* 

For the last half century, there has been a com- 
plete change. Lessing is indignant that Spinoza 
should be treated like a dead dog. Novalis dis- 
covers in this pretended Atheist a mystic, drunk 
with God. Schleiermacher invokes him devoutly 
as a saint. In the estimation of others, he is an 
Indian mouni, a Persian sophi. Nay, further, a 
contemporary of Spinoza, Wachter, had pointed 
him out as a disguised Cabbalist. This is a strange 
conjecture,* but one which was not entirely rejected 

1 [Or, Baruch. Even Voltaire, shocked at his refusal to see design 
in the universe, cries out, " tu te trpmpa, Baruch /"] 

3 [Alors un petit Juif, au long nez, au taint bleme Cach^ sous le man- 
teau de Descartes, son maitre, da Marchant a par compt^s, s'approcha 
du grand £tre : — Pardonnez moi, dit il, en lui parlant tout has, Mmtje 
pente^ entre nousy que vous n*existex pas^\ 

> f M. Saisset has lately written a very interesting paper on the ques- 
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by Leibnitz, who knew Spinoza personally, and 
who, at the time of his journey to the Hague, had 
a long conversation with him on physics, politics, 
and philosophy.^ 

Why should not I also visit Spinoza ? For if 
he is rar from us in years, he is near to us in mind 
and sentiments. I can at least mentally introduce 
myself to him, thanks to Colerus, that worthy 
minister of the Lutheran Church, an accurate, 
pious, and excellent man, who has delineated to 
the life the features of Spinoza, when he was 
scarcely buried. 

I repair to the Pavilioengragt at the Hague, 
and enter into the house of Van der Spyck, where 
Spinoza lives. What is he doing, widiout family, 
without worship, without any extraneous support, 
in this little room, in the narrow home of poor 
people ? He passes his time, his landlord says, 
in study and in working at his glasses. 

In fact, Spinoza, cast out of the synagogue, 
poor and determined to be dependent upon no 
one, had learned a mechanical art, in which besides 
he remained faithful to the traditions of his family 
and his faith. The art which he chose was that 
of making glasses for telescopes. He was a good 
optician, Leibnitz somewhere says, keeping dis- 
creetly silent about the rest. But Spinoza had no 

lion whether the Pantheism of Spinoza came from Maimonides, as 
M. Cousin maintains, or from Descartes. The question really at issue 
is a deeper one — ^whether modem Pantheism is an accident, arising from 
the Cabbalistic education of a Portuguese Jew, or whether it springs 
essentially from certain tendencies of modem philosophy. The hcX 
seems to be that the exegesis of Spinoza in the Tractatus Theologico Politic 
au comes from Maimonides, the phiUuophy in the Ethka from Descartes. 
— Rewie des deux Mondes, 15 January 1861. Art. La Philosophie des JtafsJ] 
* [See the late publications of M. Foucher de Careil upon Leibnitz, 
specially Refutation inaaU S^tnza^ p. 40, and pre&ce, 64.] 
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need to be so good a craftsman to gain his liveli- 
hood. It is incredible, exclains honest Golems, 
how sober and how^ood a manager Spinoza was. 
We see by diflferent little accounts, found among 
his papers, that he lived a whole day on milk-soup 
made with butter, which cost three sous, and a pot 
of beer for a sou and a half. That was all which 
was needed to support the meagre and languid 
frame which was tenanted by that powerful 
mind. Golems describes Spinoza as of a very 
feeble organization, thin, sickly, and consumptive 
from his youth. "He was a man of middle 
height: he had well-proportioned features, his 
skin darkish, his hair curled and black, his eye- 
brows long and of the same colour, so that by his 
mien one easily recognised him as a descendant of 
the Portuguese Jews. For his dress, he took 
very little heed to it, saying that it is contrary to 
good sense, to give a valuable wrapper to things 
of nought, or of little value." 

If his manner of life was thus regular, his con- ^^^ ^nj 
versation was not less gentle. He knew admir- character 
ably well how to restrain his passions. He was ° p"**"*- 
never seen either very sad or very joyful. In 
any sudden access of anger or displeasure which 
came upon him, he had so thoroughly learned 
the secret of self-possession that no external 
symptom of agitation appeared. He was, more- 
over, very affable and easy of access, and fre- 
quently spoke to his landlady, especially at the 
time of her confinement, and to those who lodged 
in the same house, when any sickness or trial 
fell upon them; he never failed at such periods 
to console them, and to exhort them to suffer 
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with patience the evils which God had assigned 
to them as their portion. He warned the diild- 
ren to attend frequently at Divine service in 
church, and taught them how obedient and sub- 
missive to their parents they should be. When 
the people of the house came back from the 
sermon he used often to ask them how they had 
profited by it, and what they had stored up for 
their edification." 

" He had (continues Golems) a great esteem for 
my predecessor, Dr. Cordes, who was a learned 
man, of good natural parts, and of an exemplary 
life, which gave Spinoza an opportunity of pass- 
ing eulogiums upon him. He even sometimes 
went to hear him preach, and especially prized 
the learned manner in which he explained Scrip- 
ture, and the solid applications of it which he 
made. At the same time, he would warn his 
landlord and those in the house never to miss any 
sermon of so able a man. It happened that his 
landlady one day asked him if he thought that 
she could be saved in the religion which she pro- 
fessed; to which he answered, 'Your religion is 
good; you should not seek any other, nor doubt 
that you can be saved in it, provided that, while 
you cling to piety, you lead at the same time a 
tranquil and peaceable life.' " 

Whilst he was an inmate of the house he gave 
no trouble to any one. He passed the greater part 
of his time quietly in his own room. When he 
happened to be tired by too continuous attention to 
his philosophical meditations, he came down stairs 
to refresh himself, and to speak to the people of 
the house upon any topic of ordinary conversa- 
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tion, even upon trifles. He used to amuse him- 
self sometimes with smoking a pipe of tobacco ; ^ 
or again, when he wished for longer relaxation, 
he searched for spiders, which he made fight 
together, or for flies, which he placed in the 
spider's web, and then looked upon the battle 
with such pleasure that he sometimes used to 
break out into loud laughter. He would also 
observe with the microscope the minutest insects, 
from whence he drew those deductions which 
seemed to him most suitable to his discoveries. 

Such was the man whom riches, honour, glory, 
and high friends, came to look after in the midst 
of his solitude. He sacrificed all this without a 
struggle to live happily in deep peace and abso- 
lute independence. His friend, Simon de Vries, 
wanted one day to make him a present of two 
thousand florins, that he might live more comfort- 
ably; but Spinoza civilly declined, under the pre- 
text that he wanted for nothing. The same 
friend, at the close of his life, finding himself 
without wife and children, wished to make a will, 
leaving Spinoza heir to all his property; but 
Spinoza would not consent to it, and remonstrated 
with him against the notion of leaving his property 
to any one but his brother. 

1 [Hobbes appears to have been as great a contrast to Spinoza in his 
use of tobacco as in his contempt for sermons, and his inveterate enmity 
to human nature. <<Soon after dinner he retired to his study, and 
had his candle, with ten or twelve^ pipes of tobacco laid by him; then 
shutting his door, he fell to smoking, thinking, and writing for several 
hours : even in the chapel upon Sundays he went out after prayers, and 
turned his back upon the sermon, and when any friend asked the rea- 
son of it, he gave no other but this — They could teach him nothing but ivhat 
he hnew. He had 'often a jealousy that the Bishops would ruin him ; 
and of all the Bench he was most afraid of the Bishop of Sarum, thini' 
ing every man*s spirit to be remembrance and revenge,** — Kennels Memoirs of 
the Cavendish Family^ p. 107.3 

G 
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Another fnend of Spinoza, the illustrious John 
de Witt, forced him to accept a pension of two 
hundred florins ; but as his heirs raised some diffi* 
culty about continuing the payment, Spinoza put 
his title-deeds into their hands with such quiet in- 
difference, that they re-considered the matter, 
and yielded with a good grace what they had just 
refused. 

At the time of the French campaign in Holland, 
the Prince de Conde, who was dien taking pos- 
session of the government of Utrecht, had a lively 
desire to converse with Spinoza. It even ap- 
peared that there was some question of procuring 
for him a pension from the King, and that there 
was a desire to engage him to dedicate some of 
his works to Louis XIV. Spinoza himself ex- 
plained that, ''as he had no intention of dedicat- 
ing anything to the King of France, he had refiised 
the offer that had been made to him with all the 
civility of which he was capable." It is not 
known whether the interview of Spinoza with the 
Prince de Conde actually took place; but it is 
certain that Spinoza went to the French camp, 
and that, upon his return, the populace of the 
Hague was in commotion, taking him for a spy. 
Spinoza's landlord rushed to him with alarm. 
"Don't be afraid," said Spinoza, "it is easy for 
me to justify myself At all events, as soon as 
the people make the least noise at your door, 
I will go out straight to them, though they 
may treat me as they did poor de Witts. I 
am a good republican, and have never had any 
other aim than the glory and advantage of the 
state." 
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Spinoza related to Leibnitz, that on the day of the 
assassination of the brothers De Witt, he wanted 
to go out and put up in the streets, near the spot of 
the murders, a placard, with these words : ultimi 
barbarorum! His landlord was obliged to use 
force to keep him in the house.^ On Sunday, 
the 23d of February 1677, Spinoza's landlord 
and his wife had gone to church. On coming 
out from church, they learned with surprise that 
Spinoza had just expired. He was only 45 years 
of age ; although ne had been in a weak state 
for some months, there were no symptoms ominous 
of so rapid a death. Everything proves that he 
died as quietly as he had lived. 

The work of his life was finished. He had Spinoza's 
written his famous Ethica^ and communicated it *^* 
to some friends, but without publishing it, for 
fear of disturbing uselessly the tranquillity which 
he enjoyed. In this strange book, the idea, over 
which he had long brooded, had assumed its de- 
finitive shape. Had he lived fifty years longer, it 
can hardly be conceived that he would have 
wished to change a syllable. 

The first book is entitled, De Deo. Spinoza The first 
then, has a God, for it is clear that such a man d^^ ' 
would never have deceived any one. What is 
God in the system of Spinoza ? 

I open the Ethica^ and, instead of an ordinary its mathe- 
and familiar discourse, such as Descartes wrote, I ^^^ 
fiiKi definitions, axioms, postulates, and then a series 
of propositions, corollaries, and scholia. Why 
this geometrical apparatus ? Does Spinoza wish 

* See the note of Leibnitz, first published by M. Foucher de Careil, 
R^utatioH inedite de SpinoTut^ Editor's Preface, p. 64. Paris. 1854. 
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to throw a veil over his thoughts? Evidently 
not. Such tricks are alien to his character. The 
true motive is, that in his eyes philosophy is essen- 
tially a priori ; and hence, the mathematical form 
is its sole and necessary shape. 

Spinoza wishes .that science should rest upon 
the loftiest object of thought, and that, descend- 
ing by degrees from the heights of being in itself, 
it should follow the chain of beings, and repro- 
duce the true order and real movement of things 
in the order and movement of its conceptions. 
Spinoza's We must pause a little upon this method of 
method. Spiuoza, which is one of the keys to his system. 
Of an essentially reflective genius, educated in 
the severe school of Descartes, Spinoza was not 
ignorant, that in philosophy there is no problem 
anterior to that of method. Those important 
objects, the constitution of the human under- 
standing, the legitimate order of its operations, 
the fundamental law which should regulate them, 
had occupied his earliest meditations, and he did 
not cease to be busy with them all his life. We 
know that, before writing his Ethica^ he had laid 
the foundations of a complete treatise upon method. 
The work is in an unfinished state ; it was several 
times taken up, and laid down agaiuj^ without 
having been ever completed: yet the general 
views of Spinoza are sufficiently indicated in it, 
to attentive eyes, by features of singular strength 
and boldness. 
His tnatise In the beginning of this work, Spinoza traces 
^J^^ for us the picture of a soul, which perishable 

Essay upon ' ^^ ^ Opera Posthuma^ p. 254 ; and vol. ii. of the French Trans- 
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goods no longer suffice, and which, for from 
pleasure, glory, and all the chimeras, whose pur- 
suit occupies and fatigues vulgar souls, seeks fqr 
an enduring serenity and perfect peace. 

"Experience," he says, "having made me secEierated 
that all the ordinary events of common life are ^°^ °^ *^ 
vain and futile things, I have formed, finally, the mebt. 
resolution of investigating whether there exists 
a true good, a good which, by itself alone, can 
fill the entire soul, after it has rejected all the 
rest; a good, in short, which, when it is found 
and possessed, gives to the soul the eternal and 
supreme happiness." ^ 

Why are such thoughts placed at the opening This tone 
of a treatise upon method? Because Spinoza ^»?««fr°™ 

, ^ . . 1 . 1*1 Spinoza 8 

does not separate m science two things which are conviction 
inseparable in fact — the pursuit of Truth, and?/**** , 

iri^iTi- • •11 identity of 

' that or Good. In his eyes, man is essentially a Truth and 
being who thinks, and, to borrow his own strong Mapp'^n«««- 
expression, an idea. The happiness of such a 
being can only be found in thought; and the 
highest degree of human knowledge must be the 
highest xiegree of human felicity. The supreme 
happiness, then, is no fantastic ideal, that can 
never be grasped by our misery. Spinoza be- 
lieves firmly that a philosophic soul can attain it, 
even in this life. 

" Reason," he writes to William de Blyenberg, 
^'constitutes my enjoyment ; and the end to which 
I aspire in this life is not to pas§ it in grief and 
sighs, but in peace, joy, and serenity." ^ 

Whence, in fact, arise the evils and agitations 

> De InidUctut Emendatione^ Tom. iii, p. 275. 
s Letter xviii., T. ii., p. 374. 
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of the soul ? " They have their origin in that 
excessive love, which binds it to things subject to 
a thousand variations, and which it is impossible 
to possess permanently. No one, in truth, has 
any disquietude or anxiety, except for the object 
which he loves; and wrongs, suspicions, and 
enmities, have no other source than that love 
which inflames us for objects which we cannot 
really possess in their plenitude/' ^ 

" On the contrary, the love which has for its 

object something eternal and infinite, nourishes 

our soul with a joy that is pure, and free from 

any intermixture of sadness ; and all our efforts 

' should tend towards a good so truly enviable." * 

The soul cannot love this eternal and infinite 

object, unless she can know it. But let it once be 

granted to the soul to conceive this clearly, and 

she can incontinently possess it in plenitude, and 

the purified joy of this completely intellectual 

possession has this special privilege, that it may be 

shared without being weakened. 

Fundamen- This then is the ftmdamental problem of life, 

5^i&r^ c-°^ namely, by what means can the soul attain the 

cording to infinite and eternal Being, whose knowledge should 

spino7a. gjj ^p jQj j^g desires ? Here Spinoza attentively 

surveys the nature of the human understanding, 
and sketches a theory of the degrees of know- 
ledge, which at first sight seems a little perplexed, 
but is in reality very simple. 
Four de- Accordiug to him, all our perceptions may be 
greesin brought uuder one or other of four fiindameiital 
IrchyTf classes. Thejirst is founded upon simple hearsay^ 

human 

knowledge. • > Ethka, Part V.) Propos. xx., Schl. 

2 De InteUectus Ememiy \oL ii., p. 27 7. 
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and in general upon a sign. The second is acquired 
by a vague^ or passive experience^ which is not de- 
termined by the understanding. The third con- 
sists in conceiving one thing in its relation to 
another, but not in an adequate and absolute 
manner. The fourth reaches the thing in its 
essence^ or in its immediate cause. 

If I understand this graduated scale, Spinoza The >// 
places on the lowest round of knowledge those ^^^» 
blind beliefs, tumultuous impressions, and confused liefs, tu- 
images, with which the vulgar are beguiled. This ^^.*^* 
is the world of imagination and of the senses, the sions. 
region of opinions and of prejudices. 

Here Spinoza traces a division, to which, how- J^e/^^*/ 



degree, 



vague 



ex- 



ever, he does not attach much importance, since 
in his Ethica he re-unites, under the name of/*^'"^- 
knowledge of the first degree, that which in the 
Emendatio Intellectus he has distinguished into per- 
ception by simple hearsay, and perception by means 
of vague experience. I know by hearsay my birth- 
day, who were my ancestors, and the fike. It is 
by vague experience that I know I must die. For 
I afiirm that, because I have seen many of my 
fellows die, though they have not all lived the 
same time, or yielded to the same malady. I know 
in the same manner that oil possesses the property 
of feeding, and water that of extinguishing flame, 
and in general all things that bear on the common 
uses of life. 

Useful as it practically is, the first kind of know- 
ledge has no scientific value. It touches the acci- 
dents and the surface, not the essence and foundai- 
tion of things. Given up to perpetual mobility, 
the work of fortune and chance, hot of the inters 
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nal activity of the thought, it agitates and occupies 
without enlightening the soul. It is the source of 
the evil passions which incessantly project their 
shadows over the pure ideas of the understanding, 
tear the soul from itself, disperse it in some sort 
towards external things, and trouble the serenity 
of its contemplations. 
^^J^ Knowledge of the second kind is a first eifort 
shoe return" to detach oue^elf from the shadows of the sensible 
"^' world. It consists in linking an eflFect to its cause, 

a phenomenon to its law, a consequence to its 
principle. This is the proceeding of geometricians, 
who refer the properties of numbers and figures to 
a regular system of simple propositions, and incon- 
testible axioms. This is die discursive reason^ by 
which the human mind, aided by analogies and 
syntheses, ascends from the particular to &e gene- 
ral, and descends from the particular, to increase, 
to enlighten, and to interlink more and more the 
objects of its knowledge. 
Fourth de- What is wanting to this kind of perception ? 
gree, reason. One thing only, but that is capital. The discur* 
sive reason, reasoning infiadlible though it be, is a 
blind procedure. It explains the hct by the law, 
but it cannot explain the law. It establishes con- 
sequences by principles, but it accepts the prin- 
ciples by themselves without establishing them. 
It hammers out of our thoughts a chain of perfect 
regularity, but it cannot fix the first ring. 

There is then a fiiculty superior to reasoning: 
it is the reason^ whose proper object is being in 
itself, and by itself. 

Spinoza illustrates these four modes of percep- 
tion by an ingenious example. Given three num- 
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bers : find a fourth which shall be to the tlurd as 
the second is to the first. Our shopkeepers say 
that they know very well what to do in order to 
find their fourth number ; in feet they have not 
forgotten the operation which they learned from 
their schoolmasters, which, however, when rightly 
understood is empirical and without demonstration. 
Others draw a general axiom from some particular 
cases borrowed from experience. They take an 
example like, say, 

: 2 : 4 : ; 3 : 6. 
They find by experience that when the second of 
these numbers is multiplied by the third, the pro- 
duct divided by the first gives 6 for its quotient ; 
and hence they conclude that a like operation is 
good for finding every fourth proportional num- 
ber. As for mathematicians, they know by the 
demonstration of the XIX. Proposition of the 
Seventh Book of Euclid what numbers are mutu- 
ally proportioned. They know, by the very 
nature and properties of proportion, that the pro- 
duct of the first number by the fourth is equal to 
the product of the third by the second. But 
they do not see the adequate proportionality of the 
numbers given, or if they do see it, it is not by 
virtue of the proposition in Euclid but by intui- 
tion and without any operation. 

The highest degree of knowledge consists then 
in the immediate intuition of a self-evident truth, 
in the instantaneous glance by which the mind, 
without effort, without obstacle, without any in- 
termediary, grasps its object, embraces it in its 
entireness, and reposes there to some extent in 
unalloyed light vdth perfect serenity* We have 



io6 THIRD TREATISE. 

Experience before US all our means of knowledge. Let us 

banished • • . .-* • • ^•/» \ t* • 

from Me- cxamme m turn their saentmc value. Expenence, 
taphysics. under its two forms, cannot give philosophical 
knowledge : for it supplies confiised images, and 
philosophy seeks ideas ; it only reaches the acci- 
dents of things, and science neglects the accidental 
to attach itself to the essential. Consequently 
experience is absolutely and unrestrictedly banished 
from the domain of metaphysics. 
Reasoning Knowledge of the second kind is less severely 
fah^.^Zt treated, because it leads to immediate intuition. 
%^'- At the same time, this kind of perception is not 
that which the philosopher should employ. It is 
true that reasoning can give certitude; but cer- 
tainty is not sufficient for die philosopher — ^he also 
requires light. 
Spinoza's At first sight, this contempt for reasoning ap- 
for*r^n. P^^s singular, in so strong and systematic a 
ingac- reasoner as Spinoza. But we must understand 
fo ""* his reasoning. Spinoza distinguishes two manners 
of reasoning. Either we link together a series 
of thoughts, by means of certain principles, which 
we accept without examining or comprehending 
them — and this is the blind reasoning which 
Spinoza banishes from philosophy. Or we start 
from a principle, clearly and immediately per- 
ceived in itself, and from the adequate idea of 
this principle, proceed to the adequate idea of its 
effects or consequences ; and this is philosophical 
reasoning, where all is clear and intelligible, and 
sensible images and blind beliefs find no place. 
Reasoning, at this lofty elevation, becomes dmost 
confounded with immediate Intuition. It is the 
mightiest lever of the human mind. Above it, 
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there is nothing but intellectual intuition in its 
highest degree of purity and energy, which sets 
thought, and its sublimest object, iace to face, 
uniting and, so to say, unifying one with the 
other. 

The law of philosophic thought is, therefore, 
to found science upon clear and distinct ideas, 
and to make use of no other process than of 
immediate intuition^ and of reasoning based upon 
it. But the first object of immediate intuition is 
perfect being. And so Spinoza finally concludes, 
"that the perfect method is that which teaches 
us to direct the mind under the law of the idea 
of the absolutely perfect being." ^ 

All the philosophy of Spinoza is, in fact, thespinoza's 
development of one sole idea, the idea of theP^'^^^**^ 
infinite, of the perfect, or, as he expresses it, of the idea 
substance. Substance is being — not such or^^l!" 
such a being, but absolute being, being which is »>., the 
all being, and, outside which, no being can be"*^**^* 
conceived. 

Substance, in one sense, is undetermined, for substance, 
every determination is a limit, and every limit a ^n^^^uun- 
negation.^ But it is profoundly and necessarily determined 
determined in this other sense, that it is realdiiion^"* 
and perfect, and, in virtue of this, possesses ^^t " ^e-^^ 
necessary attributes, so closely united to its in^^other, 
essence, that they cannot be separated, and are*!P^^®f^^ 
not distinguished in reality ; for, take away these butes. ' 
attributes, and you take away the essence of sub- 
stance ; you take away substance itself. 

Substance, infinite being, has necessarily attri- 

1 De Emend, InteiL, ii. 287. 

« Letters, ii., pp. 389, 390, 391, 
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Attributes butcs, and each of those attributes expresses, in 
of sub- i|.g Q^^^ ,^^y ^g essence of Substance. But this 

stance not . / ^ . , i • r • -t^ 

absolutely esseuce IS infinite, and none but ii^nite attributes 
infinite. ^^^ express an infinite essence. Each attribute 
of substance is, therefore, necessarily infinite. 
But with what sort of infinity ? with an infinity 
that is relative, and not absolute.^ If an attri- 
bute of substance were, intact, infinite, that 
attribute would be the infinite, it would be sub- 
stance itself. But it is not substance, only one 
of its manifestations, distinct from every other, 
therefore particular and determined, perfect, and 
infinite in itself, but in a particular and deter- 
mined kind of infinity and perfection. 
Thought Thus, thought is an attribute of substance, 
sion are for it is a manifestation of being. Therefore, 
ofsub-*^ thought is infinite. But thought is not exten- 
stance ; in siou, which is also a manifestation of being, and, 
^finhf^ consequently an attribute of substance. Similarly, 
extension is not thought. Therefore, thought 
and extension are infinite, but with a relative 
infinity ; and perfect, but with a determined per- 
fection; they are, if one may so speak, perfect 
and infinite, with an imperfect perfection, and a 
finite infinity. 

Substance alone is infinite and perfect in itself, 

> pit is a curious instinct which leads men to conceal from them- 
selves vicious actions, or irreverent thoughts, under verbal distinctions. 
Aristotle has shewn how the most glittering threads of praise may 
be drawn out of the web of vice ; uius, the furious becomes honest, 
the obstinate dignified, the rash brave, and the spendthrift liberal ; 
theft is << conveying," and drunkenness merriment. — (JiAa. i. 9, 19.) 
So Descartes avoids the apparent impiety of an infrutc creation, by 
terming it indefinite. And good men have thrown a mist over certain 
eictreme assertions, of the insincerity of the Divine offers of grace, by 
speaking of the Divine veUeity as distinct from the Divine wilL — See 
Burgersdjik Metapfnfsica,\ 
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fiill and absolute being. But it is not enough substance 
that every attribute of substance should express ^ *" J"' 
the absolute infinity by its relative infinity. To tribiit« (fn 
express absolutely a truly absolute infinity, we^J^ 
want not only infinite attributes, but an infinity 
of them. If a certain finite number of infinite 
attributes completely expressed the essence of 
substance, that essence would not be infinite. 
There would be in it a limit, a negation, if not in 
each of its manifestations, taken by itself, at least 
at bottom and in its nature. But it implies a 
contradiction that the finite should be found in 
that which is infinity itself, and that anything 
negative should enter into that which is positively 
absolute being. That which is only determinedly 
infinite does not exclude, nay, rather, it implies 
some negation; but the absolutely infinite sup- 
poses the negation of all negation. Any number, 
however prodigious, of infinite attributes is, there- 
fore, infinitely far from being able to express the 
infinite essence of substance, and it is only an in- 
finity of infinite attributes which can adequately 
represent a nature which is not only infinite, but 
the absolutely infinite, the infinitely infinite infi- 
nite. 

Substance, therefore, has necessarily attributes. Modes of 
an infinity of attributes, and each of these attri- attributes. 
butes is infinite in its kind. But an infinite attri- 
bute has necessarily modes. What would thought 
be without the ideas which express it, and deve- 
lope its essence? What would extension be 
without the figured which determine it, without 
the motions which give it diversity? Thought 
and extension are not universal,, abstract things, 
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vague * and confused ideas. They are real mani- 
festations of being. And being is not a dead and 
barren something; it is activity and life. Just, 
then, as attributes are needed to express the 
essence of substance, modes are needed to express 
the essence of attributes. Take away the modes 
of the attribute, and the attribute does not exist, 
precisely as being would cease to be, if we sup- 
pose the attributes which express it to be re- 
moved. 
Modes are On the Contrary, modes, being manifold, are 
finite!*^^^ necessarily finite. For, were each of them infi- 
nite, the attribute, whose essence they express, 
would no more be a peculiar and determined 
kind of infinity. It would be infinity itself, and 
not such or such an infinite. It would not be 
the attribute of substance, but substance itself. 
The mode, then, can only express in a finite man- 
ner the relative infinity of the attribute, just as 
the attribute can only express in a relative (though 
infinite) manner, the absolute infinity of sub- 
stance. 

The attribute still remains infinite in itself, and 
the infinity of its essence must be recognised in 
its manifestation. But suppose that an attribute 
of substance has only a certain nimiber of modes, 
this attribute cannot be infinite, since it can be 
exhausted. For instance, it is a contradiction to 
say that a certain number of ideas exhausts the 
infinite essence of thought, that infinite extension 
can be expressed by a certain corporeal bulk, 
however prodigious. Infinite thought must, then, 
develope itself by an inexhaustible infinity of 
ideas, and infinite extension can only be expressed 
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in its perfection and totality by an infinite variety 
of magnitudes, forms, and motions. 

Thus, then, from the bosom of substance an substance, 
infinity of attributes necessarily flows, and an infi- anTm^, 
finity of modes necessarily flows from each of distinct yet 
these attributes. The attributes are not sepa-^*^*^ * 
rated from substance, nor the modes from the 
attributes. The relation of the attribute to the 
substance is the same as that of the mode to the 
attribute: all is connected without confusion, and 
distinguished without separation. A common 
law and unbroken proportion keep substance, 
attribute, and mode eternally distinct and eter- 
nally united. That is being, the all, reality, God. 

This is the leading idea of Spinoza's meta- Oeometri- 
physics. It cannot be denied that that vigorous ^i^o^m^ 
genius has developed it powerfully into a rich— its "vi- 
and extensive system; but he has exhausted him-^* 
self in doing so, and has never passed the hori- 
zon line within which it bounded him. It is one 
vast conception, foupded upon a single principle, 
containing in itself all the developments that the 
most potent logic can find in it. The geometri- 
cal form should not deceive us. Spinoza demon- 
strates his doctrine, if we will, but he demonstrates 
it with certain premisses given^ which at bottom 
suppose and contain it. It is a perpetual " vicious 
circle ; " or rather, instead of a demonstration of 
his system, Spinoza is always turning it round 
and round, and the Ethica presents to us, not the 
proof of it, but its development — a development 
as arbitrary as it is regular. 

The definition of substance once laid down, 
Spinoza has no trouble in demonstrating that sub- 



cious cir- 
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Spinoza's Stance exists, and that one substance only can 
^h°°^°^- exist. "Prop. xi. God, i.e.j a substance, con- 
ence of the stituted bjT an infinity of attributes, of which 
one sole gj^^j^ expresses an eternal and infinite essence, 

substance^ ■ ,* , . ./. 

founded uecessarfly exists. Demonstration : if you deny 

Sition ^^^y conceive, if possible, that God does not 

ofsub- exist. His essence, then, would not include 

stance. existeuce. But this is absurd. Therefore, God 

necessarily exists, C^E.D." 

rabsT***^ God, or substance, is sole and singular. In 

but God, feet, argues Spinoza, God is the absolutely infinite 

according Beinff, from which we cannot exclude any attri- 

to Spinoza. ^ . * e* •% 

bute, expressing the essence of a substance, and 

He exists necessarily. If, then, there existed 

any other substance but God, it must develope 

itself by some one of the attributes of God, and, 

in this way, there would be two substances of the 

same attribute, which is absurd. For, where all 

is identical, substance and attributes, there are 

not two beings, but one only. Consequently, no 

other substance but God can exist. 

Two pro- The existence and unity of God are demon- 

Mhaurt* strated. It remains to construct our knowledge 

our know- of God. While Spinoza maintains that God 

God! ° must develope Himself necessarily in an infinity of 

infinite attributes, he asserts that we can know 

but two, namely, extension and thought. So 

that our knowledge of God is reduced to these 

Spinoza's two propositions : God is absolute Extension, God 

t^ d^- ^® absolute Thought. 

lions of The point now is, to define the nature of these 
S^c^"* three things, God, extension, and thought, and to 
extension, mark out their relations. But it is just here that 
thought. *t is SO hard to get at Spinoza's real doctrine. 
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Spinoza positively declares, that God is ab-ood. 
solutely indivisible, in His attributes, as well as in 
His essence. From hence it evidently foUov^rs 
(and this is his express doctrine),^ that God is 
incorporeal. But if God, taken in Himself, suf- 
fers no corporeal limitation, He must equally be 
emancipated from all intellectual limitation. To 
suppose in God understanding and will, even if 
they be infinite, is not less absurd than to suppose 
motion. The majesty of the divine nature is 
equally degraded by either hypothesis* In fact, 
wll and understanding, even when infinite, are 
modes of thought, as motion and figure are modes 
of extension. God, in Himself, has neither body, 
understanding, nor will.^ 

Our science of God will, therefore, come to strange 
this strange issue : God is extended, yet incor- ^^yf *^ 
poreal ; God thinks, and has no understanding ; sions. 
God is free and active, and He has no will. 

Far from being alarmed at these contradictions, 
which, according to him, only exist for the vulgar, 
Spinoza delights in developing them with an im- 
perturbable Serenity. First, he says, extension is 
an attribute of God ; * in fact, extension is infinite. Extension 
and that which is infinite can only be God, or an " *'^^"***- 
attribute of God. I say that extension is infinite; 
for, try to limit extension, and wherewith do you 
limit it ? With itself. In reality, to conceive a 
limited extension, is no longer to conceive exten- 
sion, but one of its modes, that is to say, a body : 
real, incorporeal extension, taken in its plenitude 

1 De Deo, Prop, xii., xiii. 

* Ethica, Part I., Prop, xv., Schol. 

• Ilnd. Part I., Prop, xvu., SchoL 

H 
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and perfection, is perfectly positive, that is, vsith- 
out negation, that is, without limitation. 

Extension, therefore, ts not a mode, since every 
mode is finite by its very nature. On the other 
hand, extension, though infinite, is not the infinite, 
the Absolute Infinite ; for it cmly contains one par- 
ticular kind of perfection, and the Infinite Absolute 
Extension comprises all. Extension is, then, a determined 
butfof ' Perfection, contsdned in absolute perfection — ^a 
God. relative infinity, which expresses, in its own viray, 
the Absolute Infinity ; in other words, it is an 
attribute of God. 

Besides, we know that bodies, like all which 
exists, are in God, and by God.^ But by what 
right, and how is it so ? Because bodies are not 
substances, but modes, which contain the concept of 
extension, so that every body expresses in a finite 
manner the infinity and perfection of extension, 
which itself expresses, in a relative (though in- 
finite) manner, the absolute perfection of sub- 
stance. 
Dtuteitrei Extension is a sort of intermediary between 
God, taken in Himself, in the absolute plenitude 
of His essence, and bodies, taken by themselves, 
in the necessary limitation of their nature — ^infinite, 
relatively to bodies, finite (in so for forth as it is 
a determination of being) relatively to substance. 
But we must not believe that extension is separate, 
or even distinguished from substance, otherwise 
than logically. Spinoza boldly says out, that infinite 
extension is God Himself — in terms more signi- 
ficant, again, Deus est res extensa. 

But, again, God is indivisible, not only in the 

» De DeOy Prop. XX. 
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depths of His unmanifested essence, but in all the God i» 
immediate manifestations of that essence, in all "**^''"'**** 
the attributes which express and develope it. In 
fact, if infinite substance were divisible, the parts 
obtained by the division dther would, or would 
not, retain the nature of substance. In the first 
case, we should have several substances of the 
same nature, or several gods, which is absurd; 
in the other, substance, once divided, would 
lose its nature, that is to say, would cease 
to be.^ 

The result of this double demonstration is, that 
God is both extended and indivisible. Spinoza 
was not the man to deceive himself upon this 
enormous difficulty of his doctrine. But it must 
be confessed that he frankly meets it. All is 
explained, if we believe him, by the distinction 
between finite extension, which is properly body, 
and infinite extension, which only belongs to the 
nature of God. To affirm that God is extended, 
is not to affirm that God has length, bulk, and 
depth, and is terminated by a shape; for thus 
God would be a body, a fmite being, which is 
absurd. God is not such or such a divisible and 
moveable extension, but extension in itself, im- 
moveable and indivisible immensity. 

It will be objected, that it is always possible to^Jj^*|^ 
conceive any given extension, even if infinite, as a mdta- 
divided into two parts; and it will be asked, ifobj^I^n. 
each of these parts of the divine immensity is 
finite or infinite. In the first case, the infinite 
will be composed of two fmite parts; in the 
second case, we have an infinite, which is double 

1 De Deoy Prop. xil. 
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of another infinite — ^all consequences which ap- 
pear untenable. 

Spinoza answers, by denying positively that 
extension can be conceived as divided except by 
an act of imagination; but, by reason, it is im- 
possible. Extension, according to him, is essen- 
tially one ; it is not composed of parts, any more 
than a geometrical line is composed of a certjun 
number of points ; to conceive extension divided, 
is to destroy its essence, and to contradict the 
very notion. 

But let us suppose extension divided; it is 
asked if each part will be infinite ? Undoubtedly, 
but with an infinity appropriate to its nature, 
with a partial infinity. An objection may be made 
by some, who hear us speak of one infinity which 
is greater than another. This is, because they 
have not deeply enough considered the nature of 
the Infinite. 
Three de- There are three degrees of tke Infinite.^ In 
:r««ofthethe^r^/ degree, we should place that which is 
absolutely infinite by virtue of its essence, that is 
to say, which is the Infinite itself, God. In the 
second degree are found relative and determined 
infinites, which are not infinite by virtue of their 
essence, but by virtue of the cause which pro- 
duces them^ for instance, infinite thought and 
extension. Lastly^ there is yet a lower species of 
infinite things, those which have limits, but whose 
parts cannot be equalled or determined by any 
nimiber, though the maximum or minimum may be 
known, in which these parts are comprised. For 
instance, a finite line has an infinite number of 

> See all the XVth Letter to Louis Meyer. 
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points ; a finite duration comprehends an infinity 
of instants. The Infinite Absolute has absolutely 
no limit, no determination. The infinite relative 
is unlimited, but at the same time determined in 
its essence. The infinite in the third degree is at 
once determined and limited in its essence ; it is 
unlimited only in its parts. 

Undoubtedly, that which is Absolutely Infinite 
has no numerical proportion with anything what- 
soever. But it does not follow that it is contradic- 
, tory to the nature of the infinite in general, that 
one infinite should be loftier and even greater 
than another. So, it may well be said, that exten- 
sion, infinite as it is, is infinitely less infinite than 
substance ; and that a sphere of extension, infinite 
in one sense by the infinity of its parts, is infinitely 
less great than extension, which is infinitely less 
so than substance. Why then should it not be 
permissible to say that one-half of infinite exten- 
sion is in one sense infinite, and yet twice as small 
as extension whole and entire ? 

Let us conclude that there is no reason why we Spi^za's 
should not conceive God, as at once extended and— that God 
incorporeal. On the contrary, it is lust because "^J^^^^^^f^' 

J ' J and yet in~ 

He is extended, in a perfect manner, that He iscx>rporeai. 
perfectly incorporeal and indivisible. 

God is absolute thought as He is absolute ex- God is 
tension. Thought, in fact, is necessarily conceived ^i^ght. 
as infinite, since we can very well conceive that a 
thinking being, in proportion as he thinks more, 
possesses a higher degree of perfection.^ But 
there is no limit to this progress of thought. 
Whence it follows that every determined thought 

1 De Amma^ Prop. I. Schol 



ii8 THIRD TREATISE. 

enfolds the conception of the infinite thought, 
which is no longer such or such a thought, that is 
to say, such or such a limitation, such or such a 
negation of thought, but thought itself, positiTcly, 
in its plenitude and reality. 

Thought, thus conceived, can only be an attri- 
bute of God. God, therefore, thinks ; but He 
thinks in a manner which is worthy of Himself, 
absolutely and perfectly. What, upon this foot- 
ing, caa be the object of His thought ? Is it 
Himself and nothing else ? Is it at once Himself 
and all else? What, too, is the nature of this 
Divine thought ? Has it any analogy with ours, 
any shadow at least of resemblance? And has 
the perfect archetype left some trace of itself to 
be found in the imperfect copy which we are ? 
The object The first and immediate object of the Divine 
of the thought, inasmuch as it is absolute, is God Him- 
thought, self, that is, substance. But does the Divine 
thought also comprise the attributes of substance ? 
This is one of the obscurest points in the meta- 
physics of Spinoza. On one side, it does not 
appear that we can separate the thought of sub- 
stance from the thought of its attributes, since 
these attributes are inseparable from its essence. 
But we must yield to the express assertions of 
Spinoza. He maintains that the idea of God, 
which is properly the idea of the attributes olF 
God, is only a mode of the Divine thought, and, 
on this account, eternal and infinite as it is, it is 
referred not to the natura naturans (that is, to 
God Himself), but to the natura naturata. The 
Divine thought is therefore absolutely undeter- 
mined, and its object is absolutely undetermined 
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being, substance in itself, denuded of all the attri* 
butes, which in developing it already determine it. 

If such is the nature and such the object of the Human 
Divine thought, what parallel is there between it ^j^jne 
and the understanding of man ? The understand- thought, 
ing, generally, is a determination of thought, and 
every determination is a negation. But there is 
no place for negation in the plenitude of thought 

What at bottom is the human understanding ? 
Nothing more than one series of modes of thought, 
in other words, an idea, composed of a certain 
number of ideas. To suppose in the human soul, 
above its constitutive ideas, a power ot faculty of 
producing them, is to realise abstractions. The 
whole essence of the understanding is comprised 
in ideas, as the whole essence of the will is ex- 
hausted in volitions. The will and the understand- 
ing generally are mere entia rationisy and if they 
are hypostatized, mere scholastic entities like 
humanity and lapidity.^ 

But it is perfectly clear that thought in God 
cannot be a determined series of ideas. If, then, 
we attribute intellect to God, we must suppose it 
infinite. But what is an infinite intellect? An 
infinite series of ideas. To conceive thus the 
thought of God is to degrade it ; for it is to im- 
pose upon it the condition of development — ^it is 
to make it iall under succession and movement, 
and to load it with all the miseries of our nature. 
The understanding is in itself determined and 
successive. It consists in passing from one idea 
to another idea, in an efFcMt which is always re- 
newed, and always ineffectual, to exhaust the 

> He Amm&, Prop. XLVIH. Schol 
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nature of thought The understanding is unques- 
tionably a perfection, for there is being in a series 
of ideas ; but it is the perfection of an essentially 
imperfect nature which is incessantly tending to a 
greater perfection, without ever being able to 
arrive at the goal of true perfection. Suppose 
the understanding infinite. It will only be an 
infinite series of modes of thought, and not thought 
itself. It will not be the absolute thought, which 
produces, without being confounded with, its rela- 
tive modes : the infinite thought which is always 
giving birth and is never exhausted ; the immanent 
thought, which, while it fills the infinite course of 
time with its fleeting manifestations, remains un- 
moved in eternity. 
Divine Spiuoza is SO full of this opposition, that he 

thooght exaggerates it yet further, and goes so far as to 
in common maintain that there is absolutely nothing m com- 
with <mn moQ between the Divine thought and our intellect, 
ing to So that, if we do assign intellect to God, we must 
Spinoza, know, as he says with expressive roughness, that 
the Divine intellect no more resembles our own 
than the dog, the celestial sign, resembles the dog, 
an animal which barks. 

It will now be easy for us to form an exact idea 
of free activity in God. And, first, it is certain 
that for God it is all . one to exist, to act, to be 
free. There are, in fact, two results from the 
essence of God ; first, that He exists ; secondly, 
that He developes Himself by an infinity of infinite 
attributes, infinitely modified. But all develop- 
ment is an action. To be extended with God is 
to produce extension, to think is to produce 
thought. As substance developes itself by thought 
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and extension, so extension developes itself by 
motions and figures, and thought by ideas. To 
be extended with God is to produce bodies, to 
think is to produce souls. In all the degrees of 
being, we find existence and action united ; in the 
relation of the mode to the attribute, of the attri- 
bute to substance, in the essence of substance 
itself, they interpenetrate one another and become 
confounded together. 

God acts, flierefore, because He exists. He God's acti- 
is absolute activity, the source of all action, even^*^" 
as He is absolute existence, the source of all exist- JJ^j^^ 
ence. And this perfect action, like this perfect 
existence, results immediately from His essence. 
God is therefore absolute liberty on the same ground 
that He is absolute activity and absolute existence. 
True liberty, in feet, consists in an activity, which 
is not determined by any extraneous cause, which 
determines itself, and is only developed by the 
necessity of its nature.^ 

The vulgar have another idea of liberty. They 
imagine it to consist in the choice of motives, in 
the power of not doing that which we do. This Free wiu « 
is not the type of liberty. It is indeed only an*'^"**®'*- 
illusion. We act, and we are conscious that we 
act ; but we are not conscious of the causes which 
determine us to act in a given manner. Hence 
the chimera of free will ;^ hence the prejudice that 
indetermination of the will makes the essence of 
liberty. But this prejudice is the overthrow of 
reason. We are only truly free when we affirm 
something clear and distinct, like this : two and 

» Ethica, Part I. Prop. XVIL, Schol cf. Def. 8. 
« Ethica, Part I. Appen. ; Part 11. Prop. XLVIIl. 
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two make four : ^ for here the action of thought 
is not determined by any extraneous cause, but by 
the very nature of thought. 
His strange Such is Spiuoza's ideal of liberty. And he is 
HbcrS*^ °^ so satisfied with the solidity of his doctrine, so 
little concerned with the objection which can be 
made of his joining two contradictory ideas in his 
notion of liberty, that he seems to play with this 
pretended opposition, and to fling a defiance to 
conmion sense in this strange formula : "In 
my eyes," he writes to Louis Meyer, "liberty 
is not in the free purpose, but in a free neces- 
sity."^ 

God, then, is the Being who is perfectly free, 
since the development of His activity, like His 
existence, results from the absolute necessity of 
His essence. In this way, that which in the opi- 
nion of men destroys liberty, is, according to 
Spinoza, its foundation, and the distinctive feature 
of free will is to him a demonstration of its vanity, 
so that in his eyes the height of liberty is in the 
complete abolition of the voll. 

God, argues Spinoza, has no more a will than 

He has an understanding, and for precisely similar 

Triple con- reasous. First the will, as prescinded from voli- 

aie Dhrhw ^^^^j ^s a chimerical entity. Will consists entirely 

nature. in a Set of volitions — but a series of volitions, even 

if infinite, is only a series of modes of activity, and 

not activity itself. Absolute activity is an eternal, 

not a successive act. It is simple, not composed of 

diverse acts. It is necessary, not determined by 

extraneous causes. Finally, it is perfect, and free 

> Letter to Blyenierg, Vol. II., p. 378. 
« Letter XXIX., VoL UI., p. 437. 
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ftom the limitations, the uncertainties, and the fluc- 
tuations of human activity. Spinoza finally ends 
with this triple consequence — (i.) That the perfec- 
tion of the Divine extension is the foundation of its 
indivisibility; (2.) That the perfection of the 
Divine thought sets it free from the limitations 
of the understanding ; and, (3.) That the perfec- 
tion of the Divine liberty emancipates it from the 
conditions of the will. And he terminates the 
first book of the Ethica with this lofty sentence, 
which he pronounces with perfect serenity : " / 
have explained the nature ofGod^ 

It is generally believed that Spinoza has notspinoza 
placed any intermediate existence between God^^!^" 
and the universe in his system — ^and I admit that ies between 
this is the simplest and most natural mode of con- S^^ur"^ 
struing his doctrine. This prejudice is, however, verse. 
erroneous, and it is necessary to remove it, in 
order to know how far Spinoza has abused logic 
and abstraction. 

Undoubtedly, he distinguishes at first only three 
orders of existence, substance, the attribute, and 
the mode. But he soon introduces two sorts of 
modes — ^modes, properly so called, variable, finite, 
successive, which constitute souls and bodies — 
and again other modes of quite a different nature, 
eternal, infinite, more closely linked to substance 
than souls and bodies. 

One would say that Spinoza labours to multiply 
modes of this nature, as if he were terrified at the 
infinite void which his doctrine leaves between 
God and the world, and had it at heart to fill up 
the chasm. In this point of view, the Pantheism 
of the Ethica, in spite of its essentially geometrical 
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and abstract character, seems to resemble the 
ancient doctrine of emanations. 

It must further be admitted that Spinoza has 
not developed, with his usual precision, this suffi- 
ciently singular side of his system. He hardly 
indicates it in two or three Propositions of the 
first book of the Ethica^ when he passes on, and 
does not return to the subject; and when his 
friends press him for an explanation, he hardly 
answers at all, and only in a way which is almost 
evasive.^ It seems as if one would never see 
clearly in this obscurity. 

Spinoza expressly distinguishes two sorts of 
eternal and infinite modes of the Divine substance 
— ^those which flow from the absolute nature of 
an attribute of God, (and he gives as his example 
the idea of God)* — ^and, below these modes, those 
which are derived from them, and are thus separ- 
ated from substance by two intermediaries, the 
attribute and the inmiediate mode of the attribute. 
Spinoza, at least in the Etbica^ gives no example 
of this second species of eternal and infinite modes, 
and upon this grave and difficult point, we are 
almost reduced to conjectures drawn from his cor- 
respondence with his friends. 

One thing which is certain is, that Spinoza was 
led to estabUsh intermediaries between God and 
the universe, by a logical necessity, inhCTent in 
\m uystenu For instance, let us place oursdves 
with him, at the particular point of view frcMn 
which he contemplates the subject of Thought. 
Vft find, first and foremost, the absolute Tboaght, 

• Letter to Meyer ^^fA , XL, p. 41^ 
« Ve Deo, Prop. XXL 
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the Thought of God, which has God alone for 
its object. This is the highest degree, the 
loftiest function of thought. When we pass 
down the scale to the lower degrees, we find 
souls. But souls are ideas. And every parti- 
cular idea has a particular object, namely, the 
body to which it is united. True that there is 
an infinite number of souls, or of ideas, as there 
is an infinite number of bodies. But neither the 
infinite number of particular determinations of 
thought, nor absolute thought, exhaust the 
being of thought. Does not thought, in fact, 
imply the idea of God ; and does not the idea of 
God imply the idea of each of the attributes of 
God ? But, all these ideas differ essentially, both 
from thought in itself, and from the limited de- 
termination of thought. In fact, the idea of 
God is not thought in itself, but the first of its 
manifestations. While thought in itself is ab- 
' solutely undetermined, the idea of God is, in a 
certain sense, determined. On the other hand, 
the idea of God is eternal and infinite — infinite, 
for it comprehends all other ideas; eternal, be- 
cause it is a perfectly simple and necessary 
emanation from the divine Thought. It cannot, 
therefore, be confounded with those changing 
and finite ideas which compose souls. 

Here, then, is a first series of intermediaries 
logically explained. Now, from the idea of God, 
which results immediately from the divine Thought, 
Spinoza brings out another series of modifications, 
equally eternal and infinite. I apprehend that I 
represent his view correctly, in citing as an 
example the idea of the extension of God. This 



126 THIRD TREATISE. 

idea is simple, and, consequently, eternal; it is 
infinite, for it embraces all the ideas which cor- 
respond to all the modes of infinite extension. 
And yet it is not an immediate emanation from 
the divine Thought ; for the idea of the extension 
of Qod gives us, as an immediate inference, the 
idea of God, and, mediately only, the divine 
Thought. 

All this is, perhaps, correctly deduced. But 
how far is it, as yet, from being clear ? I am not 
sure that I am not wrong, and that the interpre- 
tation which occurs to my mind, of one of the 
obscurest and most important points in Spinoza's 
doctrine, is not a little precarious. But the more 
I reflect upon the subject, the more persuaded I 
am that this manner of understanding Spinoza is 
true. 

God, and His infinite attributes. Thought and 
Extension, with all the other attributes, infinite in 
number, unknown to mortal eyes — this is the 
natura naturans. What is the first degree in the 
natura naturata ? In the order of thought, it is 
the idea of God.^ 

The idea of God is not the idea of substance ; 
for then it would be confounded with infinite 
Thought, and would form part of the natura 
naturans. But infinite Thought is not an idea, 
but the foundation of all ideas ; it is absolutely 
undetermined, aud has for its object only ab- 
solutely undetermined being, substance. The 
idea of God is, therefore, the idea of the attri- 
butes of God. I conceive that this is why 
Spinoza makes it the first emanation from Thought; 

1 Etkica, Part I., Prop. xxL 
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for what the thought of substance immediately 
implies, is the idea of the attributes of substance. 
In the same way I explain it to myself, that the 
idea of God belcxigs to the natura naturata^ and 
not, like thought, to the natura naturans. In 
fact, the thought of substance is simple and un- 
determined. On the ccmtrary, there is clearly 
determination and variety in the idea of the attri- 
butes of substance. It is thus an established 
point, that the idea of God is the idea of the 
attributes of God, or, as Spinoza also calls Him, 
the infinite Understanding. 

But what is the idea of God, or the infinite 
Mind? The infinite Mind comprises an infinity 
of ideas, for it comprises the idea of each of the 
attributes of God, and there is an infinity of them. 
Each of these ideas — for instance, the idea of 
extension — ^is an immediate emanation from the 
idea of God, as the idea of God is an immediate 
emanation from the thought of God, as the 
thought of God, in its turn, is an immediate 
emanation from the essence of God. Outside 
the idea of extension, we know yet another idea, 
that of thought. In the idea of God must be 
the idea of all the attributes of God, and Thought 
is one of those attributes. 

Thought is, in its nature, representative. It Thought 
only exists upon th^ condition of having an object, " ^ '" 
and it is this characteristic which distinguishes it 
from the other attributes of substance. Exten- 
sion, for instance, expresses nothing, and contains 
nothing, but itself. Taken in itself, it has no 
relation but to itself. But thought, in one sense, 
expresses and contains all the forms of Being. 
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In a certain fashion, it is extension. For thought 

is objectively what extension is formally ; and, in 

this sense, thought is all. 

Absolute But if thought embraces and comprehends 

theiSo*' ^ ^'^ perfections of substance, it should also 

thinks comprehend itself; for it is itself a perfection of 

Itself. substance. Absolute thought, therefore, thinks 

itself, and there is, consequently, an idea of 

Thought. 

Thought Of all the ideas, comprised in infinite number 

Jbn^r'*" ^^ ^he idea of God, here are the two sole ideas 

only ideas which we positively know. And now, what is 

us^^wrom- contained in each of these ideas of each of the 

pr«^ ''^ f <^ttributes of God ; for instance, the idea of exten- 

God! sion ? It contains the idea of all the modalities of 

extension, This idea, in the language of Spinoza, 

is, therefore, a soul, a particular soul joined to a 

particular body. The idea of extension, then, 

enfolds all souls ; it is, literally, the soul of the 

The uni- corporeal word. It is a universal soul, conceived 

versa! soul '' 

of the cor- in the fashion of the Cabbala and of Alexandria, a 
woridis cc^^tral soul, from which all individual souls are 
the idea emauatious. Or rather, it is an infinite ocean of 
ofexten- g^^jg ^^^ ^f ideas. Every idea, every soul, is a 

great river running into this ocean ; every thought 

is a wave of it. 

The uni- This is uot all. We must follow out these 

of the ^- strange and curious analogies. We have just 

finite uni-' seen that the idea of extension is the soul of 

idM^of* * the corporeal world. But the idea of extension 

^°^- is itself a particular emanation from a principle 

which contains an infinity of them, a river running 

into a vaster ocean. The idea of extension, with 

the idea of thought, and an infinity of ideas of 

the same degree, is enfolded in the idea of God. 



sion. 
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The idea of God is no longer the soul of the 
universe which we know. It is the soul of that 
infinity of the universe, to which the incompre- 
hensible fecundity of Being incessantly gives 
birth. It is truly the soul of the world, tddng 
the world in that extensive sense, in which the 
universe that we know, the universe of souls and 
bodies, of matter and mind, is no more than an 
imperceptible atom. 

Spinoza here seems to gaze with complacency Grand 
upon this truly grand and imposing conception oft^^^f 
the order of things. What is man? A soulxh^gy 
joined to a body. This soul is slightly acquainted ^ ?*^" 
with itself, and slightly with the body to which The idea 
it is united, and, consequently, with other bodies °/ ®*^°' 

, ' ston en- 

which may act upon its own. This is the circle, folds our 
whose narrow rim girds in our knowledge. But ]i^]J^i. 
this limited universe, which our senses make ustainedby 
see, and in which we occupy so small a place, is Goit^kh 
only a point in the infinite universe of souls contains 
and bodies. And this infinite universe — ^whosefi^^jtyof 
infinity overwhelms us, which our senses know^^uni- 
not, which our reason conceives without embrac- ^ITen- 
ing — is itself dwarfed into infinite littleness, when ^^^ '^^ 
we reflect that it is only one portion of an infinity thought, 
of similar universes, which are developed by the side ^^ ^^'* 
of our own, with an infinity of modifications. The in His 
idea of extension enfolds our universe ; it, in turn, «"b«^"<*- 
is enfolded by the idea of God, which contains 
all possible universes. And, finally, God enfolds 
this infinity of the universe in His thought, and 
His thought itself in His substance, which is the 
last foundation, and container of all.^ 

> I have thus understood Spinoza, ever since I attempted to trans- 

I 
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I confess, once more, that there is singular 
grandeur in this edifice of accumulated abstrac- 
tions. I will, by way of argument, admit for a 
moment such a view of Deity, and of the origin 
of things, as is here given, and I will proceed 
to examine its results on the moral and religious 
life of himianity. 
Spinoza's What is man, in the system of Spinoza ? Man 
^^^^ is a soul united to a body. As a soul, he is a 
mode qf the thought of God. As a body, he is 
a mode of His extension. The Divine thought, 
being a form of absolute activity, must develope 
itself in an infinite series of thoughts, or of ideas, 
or, again, of particular souls. But, again, it 
implies a contradiction, that any idea, any soul, in 
short, any mode of thought, should possibly exist 
externally to thought itself. Consequently, all 
which thinks, in whatever degree, and in what- 
ever way it thinks, in other words, every soul, is 
a mode of the Divine thought, an idea of God. 
Every soul But, what is expressed by this infinite series of 
^d.^*° souls, and of ideas, which necessarily flow from 
The in- the Diviue thought ? It expresses the essence of 
veiopmm God. And what else is expressed by the infinite 
of souls, development of corporeal nature, but the infinite 
corporeal and perfect essence of God? Extension, no 
Sou'ht'*'*' ^^^^^> expresses the essence of God very difFer- 
and exten- eutly from thought, and hence, the necessary 

sion, ex- 
press tne ijj^g jmj explain him. After new reflections and studies, I persist in 
^®*j*** *** my interpretation ; and I persist in it with the more confidence, be- 
^^'^ caqse several recent publications concur in bringing out considerable 

relations between the doctrines of Spinoza, and traditions, Jewish or 
Alexandrian. See the Ammathersimcs discovered at Hanover by M. 
Foucher de Careil, and the Guide des Egares [More Nehouikim, Doctor 
Perplexorum] oi Moses Maimonides, first translated into French by M. 
S. Munk. 
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difference of these two things. But both express 
the same perfection, and the same infinity, and 
hence, their necessary connection. 

Consequen^y, for each mode of the Divine 
extension there is a correspondent mode of the 
Divine thought, and as Spinoza says in a cele- 
brated theorem: the order and connection of 
ideas is the same as the order and connection of 
things.^ But, just as extension and thought are 
not two substances, but one only, considered 
under two points of view, so a mode of extension, 
and the idea of that mode, are only one and the 
same thing, expressed in two different manners. 
For instance, a circle which exists in nature, and 
the idea of such a circle, which is also in God, are 
one and the same thing expressed relatively to two 
different attributes. " And here," adds Spinoza, 
possibly pointing at the Cabbalists,^ " is something 
which appears to have been perceived dimly, as if 
through a mist, by certain Hebrews, who maintain 
that God, the mtelligence of God, and the things 
which it conceives, only make one thing." 

It* is now easy to define man in the system of Definition 
Spinoza. Man is the identity in God of the**^^*"- 
human soul, and the human body. The himian 
soul, in fact, is nothing but a mode of the 
Divine substance; so is the human body in 
another way. These two ways are different, in 
so far as they express the Divine perfection 
differently, one in the order of thought, the other 
in the order of extension. But, in so far as they 

> De Anima, Prop. vii. 

2 Or more probably at the Jewish disciples of Avicenna. See the 
Guide des Egares^ vol. i., p. 301, sqq. 
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represent one and the same moment of the eternal 
development of the infinite activity, they are 
identical. What God is, as body, at a specific 
point of His progress, He thinks ^as soul ; and 
so we have man I The human body is only the 
object of the human soul ; the human soul is only 
the idea of the hum'an body. The human soul 
and the human body are only one being with two 
feces ; they are, so to speak, one and the same 
ray of the Divine light, which is decomposed and 
doubled when it is reflected in the consciousness. 
If the human soul corresponds exactly to the 
human body, as the latter is a compound of 
molecules, so the former must be a compound of 
Definition ideas. Spiuoza avowedly grants this conclusion, 
of soul, j^jjj Yie defines the soul, as "an idea compounded 
of various ideas." How can the human soul, 
thus conceived, have feculties ? The thing is im- 
possible. A feculty supposes a subject. The 
variety of feculties, in one and the same being, 
requires a common centre of identity and of life. 
But the human soul is not strictly a being, a 
thing; it is a pure mode, a pure collection of 
ideas, and the reality of a collection is resolved 
into that of its constitutive elements. We need 
not, therefore, look fpr powers or feculties in the 
human soul ; we shall only find ideas. 

What are commonly called intellect and will 
are entia rationis^ pure abstractions, hypostatized 
by the vulgar. In truth, there is nothing real, 
but such a determinate thought or volition. But 
the idea and the volition are not two things, but 
one only ; and Descartes is wrong in distinguish- 
ing them. According to him, the will is more 



n 
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extensive than the understanding, and this neces- 
sary disproportion accounts for the nature and 
the possibility of error. But it is not so. To 
will, is to affirm. But it is as impossible to per- intellect 
ceive without affirming, as to affirm without per- ^t objec- 
ceiving. An idea is not a mere image, a mute^^^^nti- 
figure traced upon a picture. It is a living concept ***' 
of thought. It is an act. The vulgar suppose 
that a man can oppose his will to his thought. 
What, in this case, he really opposes to his 
thought, is a set of purely verbal affirmations or 
negations. Conceive God, and try to deny His 
existence; you will never succeed. Whoever 
denies God only thinks of the name. The ex- 
tent of the will is, therefore, commensurate with 
that of the understanding. It is all very well for 
Descartes to say, that if God pleased to give us 
a vaster understanding. He would not be obliged, 
for all that, to enlarge the circle of our will. 
But this is assuming that the will is something, 
one and distinct, whereas the will resolves itself 
into volitions, just as the understanding resolves 
into ideas. Therefore, the will is not infinite, 
but compound and limited, like the understanding. 
There is no volition without thought, and no 
thought without volition. Thought is the idea 
considered as representative ; volition is the idea 
considered as active. In real life, in the natural 
complexity of the idea, thought and action are 
identified. ^*'?*.I^ 

Ir this theory or the soul is true; ir my soul is psychology 
only a set of ideas, as my body is only a bundle ~^T^ 
of particles ; if this series of ideas is regulated by spiritual 
an eternal law, as necessary as that which links*"*;?*' 
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the motions of my body and those of the whole 
universe; the psychology of Spinoza may be 
summed up m one sentence — ^and that sentence 
he has himself pronounced — "The human soul is 
a spiritual automaton." ^ 
MonUty And uow cau it be understood how the great 
anmha- moral problem was ever so much as put in the 
system of Spinoza ? Here is that problem : How 
should man regulate his life to render it conform- 
able to right? The simple enunciation of this 
problem manifestly supposes two conditions: (i) 
that man is capable of regulating his life, of 
directing his conduct as he will, in a word, that 
man is free; (2) that there exists a moral good, 
an obligatory good, to which man should conform 
his actions. 
Free-wUi, I qucstiou Spiuoza upon these two points-^ 
wdLr*d^ free will and moral order. His thought is as 
nied/ clear, keen, and resolute upon one as the other. 
He denies both, not once, but almost in every 
page, and always with such unshaken energy, 
and such calm and profound conviction, that one's 
mind is confounded, and as it were scared. 
Free will and the moral sentiment of good and 
evil are, after all, only facts ; and between facts 
and a logical exigence Spinoza never hesitates. 
Whether he considers the Divine nature, the 
character of its eternal development, and the uni* 
versal order of things, or whether he dwells upon 
the essence of the human soul, its connection 
with the body, the diverse elements of its nature 
and motives of its actions; all seems to him to 
be fatal, necessary, regulated by an inflexible law, 

^ De Itttell, Emefid^ ii., p. 306. 
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and free-will, whether in God or in man, appears 
equally inconceivable. 

At this point I should say to Spinoza, Why spinoza de- 
go on? I have no wish to follow you further. ''"** J"^«" 
Why do you propose to me a morality whose his ethical 
conditions you have previously annihilated ? Spi- ^^^^^ ^ 
noza appears to have foreseen this disposition on pended. 
the part of the reader. Contrary to his usual 
habit, he interrupts himself, and for this time 
derogating from the impersonal character of his 
geometrical exposition, he writes these words: 
"Here, undoubtedly, readers are likely to be 
brought to a stand-still, and a mass of things will 
come into their memory, which will hinder them 
from proceeding., This is why I request them to 
pursue their way slowly with me, and to suspend 
their judgment, until they have read the whole." 

Let us then proceed, since Spinoza requests us Examina- 
to do so, and let us see by what series of distinc- ^^^^^^g^^ 
tions and reasonings he has succeeded in deceiving tem. 
himself upon the radical vanity of his attempt. 

Spinoza, as an absolute fatalist, could not re- The ideas 
cognise the ideas of good and evil, perfection and ^^^r^!^ 
imperfection, taken in the moral significance given *i<^<^iy o^er- 
to them by the consciousness of the human race. ^*'^^* 
It is true that in a purely metaphysical sense Spi- 
noza might well enough give them a certain 
position in his teaching, prescinding from them 
free-will and human responsibility. 

Substance, which is his God, he also calls per- j^^as of 
feet Being; and that we can understand. If itg^dand 
be asked in what His perfection consists ? he metaphy- 
would answer, in the infinity of His being. God's ^^^ai 
attributes are also perfect things. Why so? 



sense. 
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Because, if we consider only the kind of being 
which belongs to them, nothing is wanting to 
their completeness. But when compared with 
Being in itself, their borrowed and relative per- 
fection is eclipsed before the uncreated perfec- 
tion. The infinite number of modes which ema- 
nate from the Divine attributes do but contain a 
yet fainter perfection, though each, in propor- 
tion to the precise degree of its being, ex- 
presses the absolute perfection of Being in 
itself. Absolute perfection has therefore a 
place in the teachings of Spinoza; as also has 
relative perfection in all its degrees, which implies 
a necessary intermixture of imperfection. Only 
perfection does not diflfer from being. It relates 
to it, and is measured by it, and the scale of the 
degrees of perfection is exactly that of the de- 
grees of being. 
?J^^^ What is, according to Spinoza, good in the 
case of man ? Utility; and utility is that which 
promotes joy, or which removes sorrow. But 
what are joy and sorrow ? Joy is the passage of 
the soul to a higher perfection, sorrow its pas- 
sage to a lesser perfection.^ In other language, 
joy is satisfied desire,* sorrow is thwarted de- 
sire. And all desire may be brought under one 
fundamental desire, the desire of continuing in 

> [The reader may compare a definition in Aristotle's Rhetoric. He 
calls pleasure Kbnfffbf rtpa rijs i^vxvs, koI KaTdarofftp iJOp^oM koI 
adaOijT^v els rifv inrdpxovffay if>i<nv' XiJiriyi' W roi/vairrlw, " Pleasure 
is a sudden and sensible motion (or perceptible state of transition) of 
the soul towards that which is natural, and pain the contrary." — 
Rhetor » I. II, 2. It should be remembered, however, that this is a 
mere popular definition. In the Eihica^ he proves that it is not a Kiinjffit 
but an ivipyctaJi 

' [There is a verhal agreement between this and a definition of plea- 
sure refuted by Aristotk — t^p fihf Xf^f M€iav roO xard ^i^cy ehai. 
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being. Thus, every human soul has a precise 
degree of being, or of perfection, which consti- 
tutes it, and which of itself has a tendency to 
maintain itself. That which augments the being 
or perfection of the soul produces joy, is useful, 
is good for it. That which duninishes the 
being, or perfection of the soul, causes it sorrow, 
is injurious and evil in its estimation. Conse- 
quently, perfection and imperfection, good and 
evil, exist in human nature as in all things else. 
The life of man is a series of successive states, 
which may be compared, measured, and valued, 
in relation to perfection and good — ^all this, how- i 
ever, without in the slightest degree taking into 
account free-will, desert,^ and sin, just as if he 
were describing plants or minerals. 

Spinoza, then, has a right to put this question spinoza 
— ^what is the most perfect life for man? ForPJ^^J^^^ 
that means, what is the life in which the soul has tion thus- 
most joy, that is most perfection, that is i^ost^^J^^g^ 

being ? perfectllfe? 

Having put the problem thus, Spinoza first His answer 
proves that the most perfect life is that which is ^^J^\ 
most conformed, not to blind appetite, but to de- tionai life, 
sire enlightened by reason — ^in short, the most 
reasonable. He then proceeds to examine what 
this most reasonable life is. And as the soul, in 
his eyes, is essentially an idea, he has no difficulty 
in demonstrating that the most reasonable life is 

Tijv 8 TiSov^v dvawX'^pwfftv, — Ethic, X. 3, 6. Aristotle's own definition 
is, that pleasure is ivcfyycta r^s /card ^tJcriy i^eus djfc/xTfdSioTOSf the 
unimpeded operation or energy of a state consonant to nature. — Etfuca, 
VII. 12.] 

* \_Merite. — "Our sense or discernment of actions as morally good or 
evil, implies in it a sense or discernment of them as of good or ill desert" 
— Butler's Dissertation on Nature of Virtue, 
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that in which it has the most clear and distinct 
ideas; that is, where it knows itself and other 
things best. But what means have we of know- 
ing things clearly and distinctly ?' This — ^to form 
a chain of our ideas whose first ring shall be the 
idea of God, to think unceasingly of Gkxi, to see 
all in God. When we have reached this point, 
all the rest necessarily follows. For our desires 
are necessarily conformed to our thoughts, and 
our actions to our desires. He, then, who has 
To see aU referred all his thoughts to the idea of God, in 
m God i« virtue of this has reduced all his desires to one, 
that of possessing God. He loves God, he lives 
in God. Life in God is, therefore, the best and 
most perfect life, because it is the most reason- 
able, die happiest, the fullest — in short, because 
it gives us more being than any other life, and 
more completely satisfies the fundamental desire 
which constitutes our essence. 
In thiB con- Such is the morality, and at the same time the 
^'^^d ''^%ion of Spinoza. For with him religion is not 
mondity. fundamentally distinguished from morality, and it 
is contained whole and entire in this precept : — 
" Love your fellows and God." But the love of 
our neighbours is a natural and necessary conse- 
quence from the love of God. What is the cause of 
all the hatred and violence which exist among men ? 
The appetite which pushes them on to objects, 
whose possession is uncertain, and which cannot 
be divided. But reason pacifies all our passions 
by elevating them to their true object, and the 
sublime privilege of this Divine object is, that He 
gives Himself entirely to us, and far from being 
weakened is augmented by a common posses- 
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sion.^ " The love of God cannot be sullied by any 
feelingofenyy or jealousy. AndHe is more strongly 
received by us, in proportion as we represent to 
ourselves a greater number of men as united with 
God, in one and the same bond of charity."^ 
Thus, the love of God is the principle, at once 
of morality, of religion, and of society. It tends 
to finite men in one family, and to make one 
soul of all souls by the community of one only 
love. So, then, he who loves himself with a 
reasonable love,^ loves God and his neighbours, 
and it is in God that he loves his neighbours and 
himself This is the true Divine law, inseparable 
from natural law. This is the immortal original 
of which the various religions of the earth are but 
mutable and perishable copies. 

Has this law a sanction beyond our terrestrial ^2*** ^^ * 

J lUture ex- 

existence ? Is the idea of a future life conceived istence ? 
in the system of Spinoza? Here my difficulties 
at once return. How can one comprehend that a 
philosopher who broadly denies moral responsi- 
bility should recognise the necessity of an existence 
to come? Even if we suppose this necessary 
existence, how is it possible ? The human soul 
is, with Spinoza, the idea of the human body. 
When death shatters the bonds of organic life, the 
soul must share the fortune of the body, and like 
it be decomposed, being composed like it. 

Besides this, let us consider the faculties of the Spinoza's 
hiunan soul — ^memory, for instance, the necessary fo^t^gs^of 
condition of individuality in a being whose exist- ^e*iuman 

' *-' 80UI ex- 

1 Ethua, Part IV., Prop. XXXVI. eludes 

« Ethica, De Lib., Part V., Prop. XX. future per- 

> [Every student of Butler will remember the stress which he lays wnal iden- 
upon " cool, reasonable self-love."] ***y» 
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ence is successive. Spinoza defines " it, an inter- 
linked series of ideas which expresses the nature 
of exterior things, following the order "and same 
series of affections in the human body."^ Memory, 
therefore, exists in the soul, only as long as the 
body exists. But without memory, where is per- 
sonal identity ? 

Far from closing his eyes to all these conse- 
quences, Spinoza himself deduces them with his 
accustomed rigour. " We have shown," he says, 
" that that power of the soul by which it imagines 
and recalls tlungs, depends upon this one point, 
that the soul envelopes the natural existence of 
the body. But from all this it follows that the 
present existence of the soul, and its power of 
imagining are destroyed as soon as the soul ceases 
to affirm the present existence of the body." 
immorta- After these express declarations ; upon consider- 
raS drf^ ^^S ^^ ^^^ ^^ general spirit of Spinoza's philo- 
by Spinoza sophy, his particular theory of the soul, and his 
^miwes ^^^^ avowals ; would it not seem that the laws of 
logic, which he almost always so rigidly observes, 
would constrain him to reject equally the meta- 
physical and the moral immortality of the soul ? 
Yet he professes to admit positively both one and 
the other. In fact, he declares that the human 
soul, if not entire, at least in its better portion, is 
naturally immortal, and that the life to come, far 
from excluding personality, supposes it, since it is 
a life purified from all the miseries of our earthly 
condition, a life of liberty, love, and blessedness. 
Expiana- How shall we explain these oscillations of a 
spkioL's thinker usually so firm and straightforward ? The 

'^^^^ 1 De Anima, Prop. XVm. and Schol. 

tency. 
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following (allowing for a possibility of mistake) 
appears to me to be, at bottom, the meaning of 
Spinoza. 

The hmnan soul is an idea, an idea of God, the 
idea of the human body. As an idea of God, the 
human soul is an eternal mode of the eternal intel- 
lect of God. By virtue of this, it does not fell 
under the condition of time, and its existence i& 
immutable. By virtue of this also it does not 
perceive things under the form of duration, that is 
to say, in a manner which is successive and always 
incomplete, but under the form of eternity, that is 
to say, in their immanent relation to substance. 

In this point of view, the human soul is a pure 
intelligence, all compact of clear and distinct ideas ; 
consequently, altogether active and altogether 
happy, in short, altogeth* in God. But the abso- 
lute necessity of the Divine natiure wiUs that every 
soul in its turn should fiimish its career in time, 
and be a partaker of the vicissitudes of the body 
which it represents. From the eternal life it fells 
into the shadows of this terrestrial condition. 
Here it is exiled among the beings of nature, and 
in some sort separated from the bosom of God. 
Henceforth subjected to the law of change and of 
time, it only perceives things in their temporal 
and mutable part, and regains with difficulty, the 
eternal link which binds it to God, to the entire 
universe, and to itself. It does, however, regain 
it, and surmounting by a sublime effort the weight 
of its corporeal chains, it finds again at moments 
the infinite good which it has lost, which it bewails, 
and which it feels itself one day destined to regain. 

The human soul, therefore, is perishable, so far 
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Spinoza's as it envclopcs the actual existence of the human 
tlir^siie* body. The senses, the memory, the imagination, 
faculties the passive faculties, which are appropriate to a 
SJe^reason* successive and* changeful existence, perish with 
remains, the body. They carry away with them our obscure 
and confused ideas ; that is, all the wretched train 
of our passions, our prejudices, and our errors. 
But reason subsists, that reason which, even in 
this temporal life, made iis perceive things under 
the form of eternity, that excellent portion of our- 
selves, which incessantly leads us back to our true 
object, and is to us at once a reminiscence and a 
presentiment of our true condition. 

Besides, it is far from being the case that all 
souls are invited to possess felicity with the same 
fulness. And here Spinoza finds in his own way 
that great law of an avenging and retributive jus- 
tice, which has in all times been admitted by the 
human race. 
His theory Reasou, clear and distinct ideas, remain after 
mis^r^ Mid death. All else perishes. Souls who are governed 
future hap- by reasou, philosophic souls, who even in this 
world live in God, are above death ; all that death 
takes away from them is of no value. But there 
are feeble and darkened souls, where reason barely 
casts some feeble glimmerings — souls composed 
well-nigh altogether of vain images and of un- 
worthy passions. Such souls perish almost entirely. 
Death, mstead of being to them a simple accident, 
•reaches to the very depths of their being. Spinoza 
draws from it the excellent conclusion, that in pro- 
portion as we render our soul purer and more 
reasonable, we increase our right to immortality, 
and prepare for ourselves a happier destiny. ' 
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He observes in closing his Ethica: "The prin- 
ciples which I have established, make us clearly 
see the excellence of the sage, and his superiority 
oyer the ignorant soul, who is led by blind passion. 
The latter, besides being tossed about a thousand 
ways by exterior causes, and never coming into pos- 
session of true peace of soul, lives in forget- 
fiilness of himself, of God, and of all things. For 
him, to cease to suffer is to cease to be. On the 
contrary, the soul of the sage can scarcely be 
troubled. Possessing by a sort of eternal necessity 
the consciousness of himself, and of God, and of 
all things, he never ceases to be, and he possesses 
for ever true peace of soul." 



OBJECTIONS. 

Into what an abyss of reflections am I thrown 
by this strange system, this regular tissue of mon- 
strous ideas, where so many glimmerings of truth 
shine among the most revolting errors I What 
conviction, what faith, what secret fervour, do I 
feel throbbing under this arid geometry 1 Cer- 
tainly, if Pantheism be truth, the truth has never 
found a soul better constituted for giving itself up 
to her, or a more luminous thought to reflect her. 
But is Pantheism the truth ? This is a grave ques- 
tion, to the depth of which I feel that I cannot 
yet penetrate. I will only now note, as I pass, 
what stops and perplexes me in following the 
speculations of Spinoza. 
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Erroneous- My first doubt bears upon his method. It ap- 
n^ of Spi- pears to me that this method, apparently so rigor- 
thod. ous, is in reality purely arbitrary. I believe that 
it is even absolutely inapplicable; and if I rightly 
understand the movement of his system, in order 
to advance he is obliged at every step to contra- 
dict his own method. 
Hemuti- In what does that method consist? In the 
h^J^^in- employment of pure reason and of deductive rea- 
tciiect by soniug, to the exclusion of experience. But what 
expCTie^fc*^ be more arbitrary than such an exclusion? 
The human mind has a certain number of organs 
at command, equally natural, equally necessary 
and legitimate; on the one hand, the senses, con- 
sciousness, in a word, experience, with induction 
which rests upon and fertilizes experience; on the 
other side, pure reason and reasoning. What 
right has he to banish from science so much as 
one of these means of knowing the truth ? What 
advantages can be hoped from doing so ? To do 
so, indeed, is to lessen and to mutilate the human 
mind. 
Artificial I remark, besides, that our different intellectual 

divisioo of 'j. ^ . t. ^ J 

inseparable proceedmgs are not m reality separated, nor even 
elements, separable. It has over and over again been de- 
monstrated that the separation of the pure reason 
and the senses is an artificial work. Man is 
never purely intellectual any more than simply 
animal. The senses are not exercised without 
reason. Reason is not unfolded independently of 
the senses. In every judgment and in every 
thought, the grossest as well as the most refined, 
an exact analysis discovers two elements which 
are closely united — one empirical^ the other ra- 



THE PANTHEISM OF SPINOZA. 145 

iionalj a datum a posteriori and a concept a priori. 
To separate the pure reason from the senses is, 
therefore, to break the natural union of our intel- 
lectual faculties. It is to place oneself in a false 
and arbitrary position. It is to examine things 
from one particular point of view. It is to re- 
nounce reality in order to run after chimeras. 
Spinoza is of that family of thorough-paced specu- 
lative men, who believe in absolute, perfect, ade- 
quate homogeneous science; who are for explain- 
ing and deducing everything, and who wish to 
produce the absolute sum-total of things in the 
system of their constructions. This sepa- 

There is, perhaps, one sure mode of stopping [^e°^^„^„- 
these imperious reasoners; and that is to call them^p^ a/w*^ 
to account upon their first principle, and to make menJ ^ 
them see that they can neither postulate it, nor, jj*°™ t° 
after having arbitrarily postulated it, take a single aS exami^ 
step beyond. 'l^^^_ °f 

I turn to Spinoza in particular, and I ask him stance." 
from whence he takes his principle; that is toDaemma 
say, substance or being in itself, and by itself. I n^j^^^u^J^n 
ask if this notion represents in his eyes (i) sdme- substance, 
thing absolutely undetermined, without life and 
activity; or (2) something active and living? 

In case the notion of substance represents active Does sub- 
and livinc: beine:, it evidently does not come from^*"** 

o ^ meansomc* 

the pure reason, which only gives absolute being thing act- 
in general; it is experience which makes us seef^^^^^J^*^ 
being in action, living being. Take away the the notion 
senses and the consciousness, and all idea of life ^^ ^° pf, 
and action expires — ^you are face to face with un- rience. 
determined being. 

But, if you start from imdetermined Being, 
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Does sob. what Can you deriye from such an abstraction? 
*^** Absolutely nothing. It may be objected that 

mean nn- -,. ,' o., .-•' -i-t. 

determined Being . has uecessaiily attributes wnich express 
^^\^ and determine its essence. But I would ask 
idea of the from wheuce you can have drawn this notion of 
amnoTbe attributes, if experience had not taught you 
validly that the actual beings of nature haye precise 
^Ij^^^gjj. attributes, qualities, and detenninations, by which 
perience. they are distinguished one from the other, and 
become intelligible and palpable. And even sup- 
posing that you could deduce the general idea of 
attribute from the general idea of Being, a priori^ 
and without the aid of experience, you would not 
have advanced a step ftuther. For what can be 
emptier and hoUower than the idea of an attribute 
in general, of a purely possible attribute, and how 
can this kind of attribute be determined? For 
you must mean to say, in the end, that substance 
has not attributes in general, but such and such 
real attributes, say thought and extension. But 
is it not evident, that all the resources of abstract 
reasoning are impotent to make the precise notion 
of thought come out from the vague and unde- 
termined notion of Being in itself? Do what 
you will, you must here recur to experience. 
And why deceive oneself and others? In all 
truth, when you reduce the determinable attri- 
butes of substance to two — ^thought and exten- 
sion — is it not consciousness to which you turn, to 
give you the notion of thought^ and sense from 
which you borrow the notion of extension ? There 
is here either an illusion or a subterfuge; and these 
two things are unworthy of a true philosopher. 
It must, then, be allowed that experience is abso- 
lutely necessary in every scientific work, that it is 
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as legitimate . as reasoning and reason. But this 
once granted, you go on to tell us that all the 
forms of existence are reducible to three — sub- 
stance, attribute, and mode; as all the dimensions 
of extension are reducible to three — ^length, bulk, • 
and depth; laying that down as a principle a 
priori^ an incontestable position, anterior and supe- 
rior to experience. Again, you go on to say, 
that, in spite of the evidence of our inward con- 
sciousness, we must admit that the soul is only a 
mode of the Divine substance, and has neither 
unity nor liberty. But, when you make these 
assertions, we would remind you that you yourself 
have had need of that very experience, wtuch you 
defy so boldly, to give life and movement to your 
own principle, and that by this very fact you have 
jost all right to disavow it. 

Let us leave the region of abstractions, andDaemma 
speak of that which you call God. I propose to s^oza's 
you this dilemma ; — notion of 

Either your God is all, in such sort that there 
is, and that there can be, but one only person, one 
sole in&ividual, who is God : 

Or your God is only a dead and unreal ab- 
straction, in such sort, that there are no real 
beings but the finite and determined beings who 
compose nature. 

I believe that this dilemma is valid against all 
Pantheists whatsoever : I shall endeavour, in tlus 
place, to establish it against Spmoza in particular. 

There are, in his system, but three possible Three 
definitions of God— ^f!^ 

dennitions 

1 . God IS substance. of God, 

2. God is substance, plus His two infmite attri- ^^^p^^^^ 
butes, thought and extension. 
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3. God is substance, plus His two infinite attri- 
butes, thought and extension, pltu the infinite 
series of the modes of these attributes. Between 
these three, his choice must be made. 
I. God= I. If God is substance without attribute, it fol- 
substance. JQ^g that He is absolutely undetermined Being. 

Validity of _. - . 1 ' • r i_ 

dilemma But that IS a pure abstraction, from whence 
upon this nothing can come. Do you consider thought as 

nypotnesis. o j o ^ 

a perfection, or as an imperfection ? Spinoza 
sometimes appears to believe that thought is the 
highest realization, and most finished perfection 
of the Divine being, while, again, he says roundly, 
omnis determinatio negatio est ; and this latter 
principle places supreme perfection in supreme 
indetermination, and leads us to consider every 
attribute, even the sublime attribute of thought, 
as a falling away from being. 
(a) If (a) But if thought, according to you, is a 

be°r$r- perfection, it follows that your God, being with- 
fection. out thought, is au imperfect god. It follows, 
further, that thought, which is a perfection, has 
as its principle, substance, which is inferior to 
itself, since it is abstract and undetermined being. 
So that, if you admit that thought is a perfection, 
you have two inevitable absurdities, an imperfect 
God, and perfection arising from imperfection. 
(&) If (0) Admit the opposite doctrine, which, with 

be°sm im- ^^e Mystics and Pantheists of all ages, you reduce 
perfection, to the formula, omni^ determinatio negatio est; and 
I wish to know how determination and negation 
penetrate to the bosom of substance. You sup- 
pose it perfect in its undetermined existence. 
Then you pretend that it assumes attributes; 
that it determines, that is to say, that it denies 
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itself, that it degenerates. That is inconceivable, 
and more, it is contradictory. How could the 
absolutely perfect being become imperfect by de- 
termining itself? It is, you say, an absolute 
necessity. That is a big word, intended to palliate 
a perfectly arbitrary hypothesis. Certainly, grant- 
ing yom* system, there is no other way of explain- 
ing the passage of substance to attribute, of the 
lindetermined to the determined, of the abstract 
to the concrete ; there is no other way than the 
hypothesis of an absolute necessity, supposed 
without proof and explanation. But it is just this 
desperate hypothesis, at once radically absurd, 
and at the same time indispensable to Pantheism, 
which turns to its utter condenmation. 

Further, this inconceivable and arbitrary hypo- 
thesis directly implies a contradiction. You lay 
down substance as the Positive Absolute. You 
say that every attribute, being a determination, is 
something negative, and you, at the same time, 
assert that substance necessarily produces attri- 
butes, or, in other words, necessarily determines 
itself. That is to say, that the positive absolute 
necessarily becomes negative, that yes necessarily 
becomes no. I know but one mode of covering 
the absurdity of this conclusion, that of generalis- 
ing it, and intrepidly laying it down as a principle, 
under the high-sounding name of " the principle 
of the identity of contradictories." Pantheism, in 
our days, has reached this point. By the mouth 
of Hegel it has proclaimed the absolute identity 
of nothing and being, of the unit and zero. Un- 
questionably, it has become beyond power of refu- 
tation ; but it is because it has taken away every 
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link to connect it with tommon sense, with any 
human thought, or with any human language! 
II. God= n. Let us leave these aberrations, for which 
nobstancc, Spiuoza is uot responsible, and pass on frcmi the 
thought &'St definition of God to the second. 
*^ 5*" " God is substance, plus its two infinite attri- 

butes, thought and extension." In reality, this 
definition hardly differs from the first, and tends, 
like it, to an indeterminate God, to a God who is 
nothing. 
The attri- Let US cousidcr specially the attribute of 
thoQ^t ^ho^ght. God is the infinitely thinking substance ; 
considered, this is His definition. But I ask Spinoza if this 
Divine thought is real, effective, self-conscious, 
rich in ideas, embracing distinctly all real and 
possible objects (for thus we understand things, 
when we recognise God as an intelligence) ; or if, 
on the contrary, God is thought undetermmed, 
without consciousness, without ideas, thought, in 
general, which thinks nothing in particular. 
Spinoza most frequently adopts die latter alterna- 
tive. He allows God thought, and refuses Him 
intelligence, cogitationem Deo concedit non intellec- 
turn. And, in fact, it is clear, that if Spinoza 
had admitted that the Divine thought is deter- 
mined, inasmuch as, according to hun, ideas and 
souls are the determinations of thought, he would 
have made the modes of thought enter into the 
natura naturans^ and would have suppressed the 
natura naturata} Spinoza has, therefore, been 
consistent in declaring that God, taken by Him- 

> [Natura mOurafu, '< prima caasa," ^'Deos omnipotens." Natyra 
naturata, '^secunda causa," in scholststic langu^;e.— -See Saudertam dt 
06iig, Cofuc.y ▼. 41.] 



THE PANTHEISM OF SPINOZA. 151 

self, has no ideas ; that He is not an intelligence. 
But then he must bear the brunt of all the ab- 
surdities already indicated. Either it must be 
asserted, that it is a perfection of the Divine 
thought to detenmne itself by ideas ; and then 
the Divine thought is convicted of being imper- 
fect, and perfection springs out of imperfection ; 
or it must be asserted, that thought degenerates 
in determining itself by ideas, and then perfection 
becomes imperfect, being becomes nothing, 
affirmation becomes negation, the unit becomes 
zero. 

in. Let us arrive at the last possible definition, m. God= 
It is clear, upon simply looking at this definition, ^^^'^ 
that it tends to absorb nature entirely in God. thought 
God, in that case, becomes all which is, and all which ^** *^^" 
can be, that is, substance, attributes, and modes, the infinite 
Outside these, there is nothing. Thus, all per-^^^^ 
sonality, and all individuality, in the moral, as in of those 
the physical world, are rent in pieces, and be- **^"**'^*** 
come fragments of the Divine individuality. And 
this consequence destroys itself, since Spinoza, 
who affirms God, can only do so, upon condition 
of distinguishing himself from Him, of placing 
himself in His presence, as a real subject, as a 
thinking and living individuality. 

Thus, then, there is no nuddle conclusion. On Dilemma 
the one hand, a God who is all, and absorbs all,^ ^^^' 
whom a man cannot affirm without denying him- 
self, and denying his affirmation; on the other 
hand, a Gkxi who is nothing, who is postulated as 
real, and immediately afterwards destroyed, either 
in making something absolutely undetermined of 

1 pfhe third definition.J 
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His thought, and of all His attributes,^ or in refus- 
ing Him even these vague attributes,* and reducmg 
Him to pure existence— decorated with the name 
of absolute existence — that is to say, to the 
emptiest of illusions. 
Spinoza's In passiug from God to man, and directing my 
anthro- attention to essential points, it seems to me that 
Spinoza has completely foiled in his attempts to 
put in a saving clause in favour of morality, of 
the unity of our human personality, and of the 
immortality of the soul. 
Denies He begius by denying moral liberty in God. 

SbJrt Th^ii he denies it in man, in feet, and in right, as 
a reality, or as a possibility, in short, in every 
conceivable mode. 
Professes So fer, I have only to take down his own de- 
mo^SSj! clarations. But after having destroyed free-will, he 
professes to save morality. He understands that a 
system which denies right and duty, good and evil, 
is condemned by the universal conscience of man- 
kind, and exhausts himself in subtle distinctions, 
and plausible combinations, for the purpose of 
satisfying it. 
Virtue and It is Sufficient, I think, to oppose a very simple 
poMibk. distinction between two sorts of goods to these 
Distinction artifices of reasoning. There is good in the order 
between Qf nature, and good in the order of the will. The 

natural and ^ 

moralgood. last IS monJ good properly so called. But we 
must not believe that moral good is good whole 
and entire. Order, harmony, strength, health, 
beauty, are assuredly goods, independent of the 
human will, and related to the sum total of the 

* rrhe second definition.] 

* l^he first definition.] 
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universe. Not only is moral good not good whole 
and entire, taken generally and absolutely, but it is 
related to that as a conclusion to its principle, or as 
a species to its genus. To be virtuous is to do 
good. It is to pursue upon every occasion an end 
which is good in itself, so that moral good only 
exists and can be conceived as the realization by 
, the human will of absolute and universal good. 
This position once laid down, I turn to Spinoza, 
and press him thus : When you speak of good 
and evil generally, taking nature and not the will 
as your point of view : when you say that a vigor- 
ous is better than a sickly plant, that it is better 
for a man to have received from nature a good 
constitution than the reverse, a lucid and pene- 
trating mind rather than an obtuse intellect : in 
short, when you introduce the notion of good and 
evil, perfection and imperfection, abstracting 
free-will, I understand up to a certain point that 
your system can admit these distinctions. But do 
not go further. From the moment that you pro- 
nounce the words virtue and vice, duty and right, 
you pass beyond your system. The question now 
is not of good in the universal order of nature, but 
of moral good, of good in the particular order of 
the will. On this platform, the distinction between 
good and evil acquires quite a diiFerent meaning ; 
vice and virtue, right and duty, imply free-will. 
Suppress free-will in an individual, he may still 
be more or less good, in the sense of having an 
organization, more or less strong, more or less 
healthy, more or less beautiful and symmetrical. 
But to say -that such a being has rights, that he is 
subject to duties, that he is virtuous or culpable, 
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is to abuse words, and to contradict oneself 

flagrantly. 
The soul Let us See if Spinoza preserves for the human 
^ "V soul its unity at least. We know his definition of 
is a com- the humau soul. It is, he says, a mode of the 
P^** /**■ - Divine thought, in intimate relation with a corre- 

parcel, of n 

ideas. spondent mode of the Divine extension — in other 
words, a human soul is the idea of a human body. 
It might seem at first sight that Spinoza, in saying 
that the soul is an idea, wished to retain for it, at 
least in words, that unity of which it has so living 
and distinct a sentiment by consciousness. Far 
otherwise ; Spinoza hastens to add that the idea 
which constitutes a human soul is not one simple 
idea, but an idea composed of many ideas. 

A reader might have some hesitation upon the 
meaning of this strange theory ; he might believe 
that in defining a human soul, as the " idea of a 
human body," Spinoza meant as follows : That 
there is in die human soul a principle of unity, a 
centre where the different ideas enclosed in the 
soul converge : just as in the human body, besides 
the tissues, the viscera^ and the bones which form 
the sum total of the organs, there is an organic 
centre, a directing force which causes the union of 
the members, the harmony of the functions, the 
unity and identity of the human body. But 
nothing can be more inaccurate than this interpre- 
tation of Spinoza's psychology, nothing more con- 
trary to his express declarations. In his eyes, the 
human body is nothing but a collection of mole- 
cules, or, as he says, a complex mode of the Divine 
extension, formed by the junction of several simple 
modes. In the human body there is no active and 
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living centre, no vital force ; the organic unity is 
only a unity of proportion. It is just the same 
with our soul. Its unity is similar to that of the 
body. It consists in the assemblage of a certain 
number of parts. These parts are simple ideas. 
Collect these ideas in a determinate relation, and 
you have a soul. Conceive a body equally com- 
pounded of simple particles, to be linked to this 
soul — and you have a man complete. 

This theory of a soul without unity, of an Ego ^^^ ^eory 
formed, so to say, of bits and scraps, has some-wiSi^" 
thing so absurd about it, that many Pantheists "^'y "^ "°^ 
might possibly attempt to save this principle ofddentai*^ 
their system at Spinoza's expense. They might ®**^'"®^"*^*^ 
allege that nothing forced that philosopher to deny Spinozism. 
the real and substantial unity of the Ego^ and that 
his theory of the soul is but an accident, an error 
in detail, which in no way affects the general 
position of Pantheism. To reason in this way is 
to misapprehend Spinoza. In fact, he has never 
reasoned more logically from the fundamental 
principle of Pantheism than in his theory of the 
human soul. It is as clear as the day that Pan- 
theism, and the real substantial unity of the Ego^ 
are two incompatible things. The essence of 
Pantheism is to consider nature and God as two 
aspects of one and the same existence. Nature, 
from his point of view, is the life of God. Con- 
sequently, every being in nature, the human soul 
like all the rest, is only a fragment of the Divine 
life. Living unity can only be found in God, or, 
to express myself better, I see this perpetual 
dilemma rising against Pantheism : Either each 
being has his own life, and then the Divine life 
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can only be the collection of all particular lives, a 
purely abstract collection, a mere total, without 
true unity, reality, or individuality; — or there 
really is one Divine, individual life, of which all 
particular existences are only fragments, and then 
these existences can only have an apparent individu- 
ality, a nominal reality, a false and deceptive unity. 
Spinoza has not been more fortunate in his 
immoita- attempts to make the inmiortality of the soul fit 
lity ne- jj^^o his svstem. Not that I doubt his eood feith, 
baniihed. wheu (in the fifth book of the Ethicd) I find 
him loudly professing the existence of a future 
life. He even seems to admit a system of rewards 
and punishments, a sort of graduated scale, very 
ingeniously and originally constructed, according 
to which, each human soul, at the moment of 
death, naturally receives a portion of immortality 
and happiness nicely proportioned to the precise 
degree in which it has raised itself amidst earthly 
vicissitudes. But honesty of mind is no infallible 
preservative from deception, and his very consis- 
tency sometimes helps to lead him astray. The 
more I study the system of Spinoza, the more sure 
I feel that the dogma of the immortality of the 
soul is necessarily banished from it. The human 
soul is for him the idea of a human body, in other 
words, an aggregation of ideas linked to an aggre- 
gation of corporeal molecules. To make the soul, 
thus understood, continue to exist after the decom- 
position of the body, there must be a miracle, a 
reversal of the necessary laws of universal life, 
which is in his eyes the most enormous of absur- 
dities. But this is not all. Spinoza expressly 
asserts that after organic dissolution, neither imagi- 
nation nor memory can exist. But without me- 
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mory, the continuity of consciousness, and conse- 
quently consciousness itself, vanish.^ What, from 
thenceforth, can life be for a person, for a being, 
who says I? To exist without knowing it is to 
live no more with human life ; therefore, for man 
it is to have ceased to exist. So, the life which is 
left to us by Spinoza is in all things like unto 
death ; and that sincere mind understands this so 
thoroughly, that he appears to have scrupled to 
avail himself of the word immortality. "There 
is," he says, " in the human soul something eter- 
nal." "We feel," he elsewhere exclaims, "that 
we are eternal." If I understand him rightly, this 
means that the human soul is only a transitory form 
of an eternal principle, and that we feel our succes- 
sive existence flow away, like a rapid wave, upon 
the changeful ocean of universal life. In the last 
analysis, God only is eternal and ever living, while 
every individual existence, the human soul like the 
vilest and most wretched of animals, is irrevocably 
condemned to be swallowed up for ever, after having 
floated above the abyss for some fleeting moments. 
These are my scruples. If they are well- 
founded, it will follow that Spinoza — setting out 
from the abstract and barren principle of substance. General 
and developing this principle by a completely arti- conclusion, 
ficial method of purely geometrical deduction — 
ends at last by defacing »the idea of God, and 
degrading that of the soul, that is to say, by the 
overthrow of all religion and of all morality. In 
spite of its strong and beautiful arrangement, the 
system of Spinoza appears to me to be a series of 
arbitrary premisses and impious conclusions. 

* [We should here remember that *^ consciousness of what Is past 
ascertains our personal identity to ourselves, but does not maie it." — 
Butler, Dissertation of Personal Identity. ^ 
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God in the System of Newton. 



I HAVE thoroughly traversed the world of Car- 
tesian ideas, and found in it, at first, beautiful 
irradiations, but afterwards doubtful glimmerings, 
which at last plunged me into deep darkness. 
Descartes and his school, I apprehend, have no 
more essential principles to teach me. I wish to 
interrogate the rival and contradictor of Descartes, 
Isaac Newton. 

Scarcely have I crossed the Strait when I feel 
that I am, indeed, in a new world of ideas. What 
would Flther Malebranche say, if he left Paris 
Contrast ^OT Cambridge, or if, upon starting from the 
^f^een Academy of the sciences, he was present at a 
andDes- sitting of the Royal Society of London. His 
cartes. iUustrious master, subtle matter, and the vortices^ 
are fi-eely enough handled there. This intellectual 
revolution is the work of a young man, who, at 
twenty-three years of age, invented the infinitesi- 
mal calculus, analysed light, and discovered the 
law of universal attraction. 

Newton, however, was not formed quite with- 
out assistance. When he arrived at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, at the age of eighteen, hav- 
Newton's iug been scarcely initiated in science at Grantham 
j^J^]^ School, his master, Barrow, seeing that he dis- 
dained Euclid, put Descartes' Geometry into his 
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hands. He knew how to read, and to profit by 
it. It was this which launched him into unknown 
regions, and discovered a calculus unknown to 
Descartes, Wallis, Huyghens, and Pascal. Ques- 
tions considered insoluble were answered with 
astonishing simplicity. Armed with his new 
geometry, Newton engaged in the explanation of 
the great phenomena of the universe, and soon 
contradicted, on all points, the man whom no one 
else in Europe any longer ventured to contradict. 
Every portion of die system of Descartes, general 
physics, astronomy, and optics, seemed to him in- 
secure ; the whole edifice had to be rebuilt. 

In the midst of this revolution of ideas, my 
principal object of interest is to know what New- 
ton thought upon Divine things. I find in him 
a pious, sincere, believing Christian,^ and, at the Newton 
same time, a profoundly spiritual philosopher. '^^^o"* 
His faith in Divine Providence suddenly bursts phev^here 
out in the midst of his most abstract calculations. Theism 
It is felt in his very presence, and, it is said, even upon final 
in his way of pronouncing the name of God.^*^"*®- 

* [It is painful to be obliged to qualify this, on the whole, most 
deserved panegyric. Waterknd, in his correspondence, alludes more 
than once, with rather unpleasant asperity, to Newton's Arianizing 
tendencies. He accuses Sir Isaac of <* slily abusing the Athanasians in 
his 14th chapter on the Prophecies of Daniel," and of *' countenancing 
Arianism in the piece referred to." But there is a malicious delight 
expressed in another letter, at the Master of Jesus finding " the old 
knight tripping in calculation, and £uling in his own art." This 
curious allusion is to a passage in the eleventh chapter of Newton's 
work, relative to the time of celebrating the festival of Corpus Christi. 
Dr. Ashton detected the mistake, and Dr. Grey, Waterland's correspon- 
dent, in a tract published by him, states, that he owed this observation 
to a learned divme, whose name he was not at liberty to mention. — 
Waterland's Works, VI. ; Letters to the Rev. Dr. Grey, pp. 446-45 1 ; 
Grey's Examination of the 14/A Chapter of Sir Jtaac Netvton^s Observations 
upon the Prophecies of Danidy 1 73 6, p. 17.J 

2 [Voltaire says that when he met Dr. Clarke in 17x6 he observed 
that that philosopher never pronounced the name of God without an 
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But one thing strikes me, which is, that Newton 
only speaks of Gk)d, as he discovers His traces in 
the suitableness and harmony of the laws of the 
universe. His favourite demonstration is that of 
final causes, so contemptuously and unequivocally 
repudiated by Descartes. 

Had not, then, Descartes and Newton the 
same God? With different ideas upon matter, 
Is his motion, space, time, and creatures in general, had 
^at^T ^^y formed different ideas upon the Creator ? I 
Descartes ? wish to clear up this question. But have I the 
capacity ; and how am I to set about the task ? 
Newton has not written upon the problems of 
natural religion. He was not proud of his meta- 
physics : it merely happened to him that, in com- 
posing his works upon physics and mathematics, 
he opened out in them more general views, as they 
crossed his intellect, and hid his inductions and 
conjectures upon the origin of things in the comer 
of a scholium^ or let them appear in the middle of 
the most rigorous demonstrations. 

I open his two principal writings, his Principia 
and Optics. How shall I pierce into this profound 
geometry ? Where masters in science only guide 
themselves with difficulty, what can a middling 
scholar, like myself, do ? Yet, I must make the 
attempt, at the risk of having to ask for help from 
adepts. For if, on the one hand, men of science 
neglected the views of Newton on the Divinity, 
alleging their metaphysical incompetence ; and if, 

air of profound respect. " When I owned the impression which this 
made on me, he told me that he had insensibly imbibed the habit from 
Newton." — Elements de PMlosophie de Nenvton^ p. I. Robert Boyles' 
biographer tells us, that the name of God was never mentioned by that 
great man ^* without a pause and a visible stop." 
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on the other hand, minds intent upon religious 
philosophy, recoiled before a whole book, brist- 
ling with algebraical formulae; the world would 
surely lose something in losing the thoughts of a 
Newton. 

I shall not, then, attempt to understand the 
calculus of fluxions, which, for me, would be 
simply impossible, but merely to grasp, as I pass, 
the views of Newton upon God, and to link 
them to the general idea which he has formed o(^^lf^ 
the universe. God. 

Newton does not launch himself towards God i>ifferencc 
like Descartes, with a sudden elevation of thought. tesian^^Lid 
He distrusts pure reason. And it is only jJter Newtonian 
having exhausted the observation of the visible 
world, that he allows himself to be led by induc- 
tion and reasoning to the invisible mover. With 
Descartes, God is the Jirst Principle of natural 
philosophy; with Newton, He is the last con- 
clusion. We must dwell upon this difference, for 
many others may arise from it. 

In physics, the method of Descartes is not the m phpics 
experimental method, which rises gradually from^f^^^^^es 
the observation of phenomena to the discovery of world 
their laws. *^T intend," he says roundly, "to^P^Jiy;,^ 
explain effects by their causes, and not causes by 
their effects." But how are we to grasp causes? 
Is it by framing hypotheses ? Descartes does not 

1 [" Forming our notions of the constitution and government of the 
world upon reasoning^ without foundation for the principles which we 
assume, whether from the attributes of God, or any thing else; is 
SuiMng a Tuorld upon hypothesis^ like Descartes^- — Sutler's Analogy^ Intro- 
duction, In this section, the student has a commentary upon words 
which, I suspect, are vague and hazy enough to many readers. The 
reference is to the Cartesian construction of an ideal world from an 
assumed definition of matter.] 
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admit it. He persuades himself that his reason- 
ings are founded upcm the nature of things. It 
is all very well to say so : but in laying down for 
the origin of the world a matter, whose essence 
is entirely comprised in extension, in length, 
breadth, and depth— an indefinite, homogeneous, 
inert matter, in which a fixed and unmutable 
quantity of motion has been spread abroad — ^what 
does Descartes do but pile hypothesis upcm hypo- 
thesis? He proceeds as a geometer, not as a 
physical philosopher. He constructs and fashions 
an ideal, in oblivion of the real, world. I take 
himself to witness : 
Hw theory " I ftankly coufcss," he says, " that I know no 
of matter, other matter of corporeal things than that which 
can be divided, figured, and moved in all kinds of 
ways ; that is to say, what geometers call quan- 
tity, and take for the object of their demonstra- 
tions. Further, that I only consider in this 
matter its divisions, figures, and movements. 
Finally, that touching this, I am prepared to 
receive nothing as true, but that which shall be 
deduced from it with so much evidence, that it 
may take the place of a geometrical demonstra- 
tion. And so long as, by this means, we can 
account for all the phenomena of nature — ^as may 
be seen by what follows — ^I do not think that we 
should receive other principles in physics, nor 
even that we should wish for others than those 
which are here explained." ^ 
Newton's If there ever was a man, in whom a sort of 
"^°^' mental divination, united with a sagacity of obser- 
vation which vainly attempts to conceal itself, 

» PtindpUi of PhUotophy^ Part II., p. 64. 
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could temper the capital fault of an arbitrary and 
precarious method, that man was certainly Des- 
cartes. And yet, what result has been produced 
in his hands by the geometrical method applied 
to the science of nature ? The system of vortices,^ 
that is to say, the epic of the universe, in place 
of its history. For this fantastic edifice Newton 
wishes to substitute the solid layers of an im- 
perishable monument. For this purpose, he 
begins by reforming method. In place of going 
from causes to eflfects, he insists upon going from 
effects to causes. In place of giving observation 
a subordinate place, he would have us assign to it 
the principal position. 

"All which is not derived from phenomena," 
he says, "should be reputed as hypothesis, and 
hypotheses, of what nature soever they be, have 
no value in natural philosophy." 

Newton's mind, however, is too lofty to be vet New- 
confined to a bare empiricism. He does not ex- ^^'^ ™^ 

i;ii. , . *■ f> .<! ii« thod IS not 

elude the mvestigation or causes, but he subordi- merely em- 
nates it to this knowledge of effects. He founds ?^"?'- . ^* 

. 1 • 1 • • founds SCi- 

science upon analysis, only adjourning synthesis, ence upon 
and reserving himself to apply it, in its turn, with ^uf J^^ 
a grandeur which detracts nothing from its ex-adjoums 
actness. '^"^"^^^ 

"In physics," he says, "as well as in mathe- j^^^o^^g 
matics, the analytic should always precede the definition 
synthetic method, in the investigation of difficult °yt*c LTd* 
matters. The first consists in making experi- synthetic 

^ . ■■ • r . . .^ , . methods. 

ments, m observmg phenomena, m rismg by m- 
duction to general conclusions, and in not admit- 
ting any objection against these conclusions, un- 
less it be taken from some experiment, or from 
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other certain truths;^ for, as for hypotheses, we 
must pay no regard to them in experimental phi- 
losophy. Though induction, founded upon ex- 
periments and observations, does not demonstra- 
tively establish general conclusions, it is yet the 
best way of reasoning which the nature of things 
will admit; and it should be considered so mudi 
the better founded, as the induction has more 
generality. If no objection rises on the side of 
the phenomena^ we may draw an universal conclu- 
sion. But if ultimately experiment presents any 
objection, the conclusion must then be limited by 
certain proper reservations. By means of this 
kind of analysis, we may pass on from compounded 
to simple things, and from motions to the forces 
which produce them, and, in general, from effects 
to their causes, and from particular to more gene- 
ral causes, until we arrive at universal causes.* 

1 [^' In philosophii experimentali, propositiones ex phznomenis per 
inductionem collects, non obstantibus contrariis hypothesibus pro veris 
aut accurate, aut quam proxime haberi debent, donee alia occurrerint 
phxnomena per qux aut accuratiores reddantur aut exceptionibus ob- 



noxis." 



*' In experimental philosophy, propositions collected £pom pheno- 
mena by induction should be held to be exactly, or as nearly as possible 
approximately true, until other phenomena occur, by which they may 
either be rendered more accurate, tw liable to exceptions." — Prindpia, 
Lib. iii. init.] 

2 [It is interesting to compare Butler's account of the analytic 
and synthetic methods in their bearing upon moral science, and 
upon natural theology, with Newton's view of their bearing on 
phpical science. Butler's partiality to Clarke's Theory of the 
^'Essential Dif!erence of Actions," makes him lean a little to the 
analytic method in moral science, though his unfailing good sense 
saves him from any extreme statement. "There are two ways in 
which the subject may be treated. One begins from enquiring into 
the abstract relations of things ; the other from a matter of ££ict, 
namely, what the particular nature of man is. The first seems the 
most direct formal proof; the latter is in a peculiar manner adapted 
to satisfy a fair mind." — Preface to Sermons^ cf. ArisU Ethic, I. 4, 5, 
on the o2 &v6 rCsv dpx^ X&yoi koI (A iirl rds dpxf^^i ^'^1 King's Origin 
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Such is the method called analysis. As for syn- 
thesis^ it consists in taking certain known and 
proved causes as our principle, to explain by their 
means the phenomena which arise from them, and 
in proving these explanations."^ 

How could Newton have foiled to lead all 
minds with him in the line indicated in these 
pages, which have remained the inviolable law of 
the physical sciences ? He introduced into natu- 
ral science the very method which Descartes had 
so gloriously inaugurated in the science of man 
and that of God. And Newton came in to finish 
this necessary separation between physics and 
metaphysics, verbally announced but rarely ob- 
served in feet by the French philosopher. It 
may be said that Newton dethroned the physical 
philosophy of Descartes by showing himself more 
Cartesian than Descartes. 

This revolution in method changed the entire The New- 
aspect of science. Newton established material ^2"!f^ f*^ 

- r , , r , thod mtro- 

thmgs, such as they are shown to us by expe-ducesa 
rience, with all their Sensible properties and real^*T°£^* 

, ti' universe 

diversities, instead of that mert and homogeneous different 
matter, of which all the modifications may be re- ^rtellan. 
solved into extension, a completely geometrical 
and abstract conception. Hence follows a general 
idea of the universe radically different from that 
of the Cartesians. 

rf Evil, and Latv^s Preface, p. 9. In natural theology, Butler speakx 
with approbation of *' joining abstract reasonings with the observation 
of fects," which is precisely the Newtonian principle. 

The student of Bacon will constantly be reminded of him in this 
section. The leading thought in Newton's mind was that *^ man's in* 
tellect needed to be weighted with lead rather than plumed with 
feathers/' and that the true method is to " rise from particular hcXs to 
general principles through maxims of intermediate generality."] 

1 Newtoni Optues, lib. iii. quzst. 31. 
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Cartesian Dcscaites trusted, with a kind of blind hardi- 
toniM*^" hood, m the deceptive rigour of his deductions, 
theories of Hcuce, from the concept of matter ^ considered as 
matter.*^*^ synouymous with res externa^ he concluded — 

(i) That it is divisible a4 infinitum^ all exten- 
sion admitting of being conceived as formed of 
two halves, and so on. 

(2.) That it is illimitable^ all extension, how- 
ever great, forcing the reason to conceive a greater 
extension. 

(3.) That it is absolutely full^ since matter 
necessarily exists wherever there is extension. 

Newton, observing instead of constructing na- 
ture, arrives, by means of observation and induc- 
tion, at precisely contrary results. 

(i.) If, according to him, every body is ideally 
divisible ad infinitum^ qua it is extension, it does 
not in the least follow that it is practically divisi- 
ble. All on the contrary would lead us to be- 
lieve that bodies are composed of particles, abso- 
lutely full in themselves, which constitute the im- 
penetrability of matter.^ 

(2.) Nothing obliges us to consider the cor- 
poreal world as absolutely infinite in extension. 
What is really infinite is the space in which bodies 
move, or again, the time which measures their 
movements; but there are strong reasons for be- 
lieving that this corporeal world, in its imperfect 
and perishable substance, is limited in every way. 
If it is not infinite in duration, why should it be 
infinite in extension ? If it has begun, why should 
it not end?* 

1 optics J iii. quasst. 31; cf. Principia^ iii. 6. 

2 Optics, iii. quxst. 31. 
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(3.) In the densest body there is much more 
of void space than of matter. The material 
world, without the pores and intervals which 
swell out its bulk, would appear very small, and 
if pressed by a powerful hand would shrink into 
the most inconsiderable volume. Let us not, 
then, seek subjects for pride in the contemplation 
of nature, but rather lessons of modesty and of 
humility. 

Here, then, is the universe such as it is ex- 
hibited to us by observation and experience, 
faithfully interpreted by reason. There are an 
immense number of impenetrable molecules, sim- 
ple and indivisible, if not ideally, at least in fact, 
associated in great masses different in form and 
extension, and forming stars which are displayed 
in the bosom of an infinite space. Science has to 
measure these stars, to learn their direction, their 
speed, and the order of their motions; to reduce 
ail to the simplest and most general laws; finally, 
to ascend, if possible, to the First Cause, upon 
which all motion, law, and existence, are depen- 
dent. 

Newton takes up the problem at the point Newton 
where it had been left by the fathers of modem ^^°^^ 

-^ . „ . Copernicus 

astronomy-7-by two especially, Copernicus and and Kepler. 
Kepler. The first had taught men the true place 
which is occupied in the universe by the earth 
which they inhabit, and traced with a firm hand 
the great lines of the architecture of the heavens. 
The motion of the earth and of the other planets 
round the sun was now and henceforward a matter 
of demonstration ; and Kepler investigated and dis- 
covered the curve described by these, and the law 
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of their motion. Then a man came who demon- 
strated that underlying the law of Kepler there is 
another more general law, which rules our solar 
world, and may extend to all the other stars in the 
uniyerse. 
^2^^^**" An established tradition^ represents Newton to 
worid us as suddenly illuminated by the first idea of his 
^f^, discovery. He was seated under an apple tree, 
▼enai at- Au apple became detached from the tree, and fell 
traction. ^^ j^j^ £^^ jj^ ^^ about reflecting upon the 

nature of that singular force wluch seems to push 
bodies towards the centre of the earth, precipitates 
them towards it with continually accelerated rapi- 
dity, and is exercised without any appreciable 
diminution, upon high towers, and on the top of 
the loftiest mountains. Inmiediately a new idea 
flashed across his mind. "Why," he asked 
himself, "should not this force extend to the 
moon itself? And, if so, what is the other force 
which keeps it in its orbit round the earth?" 

Newton's mind became fiill of this conjecture. 
He gave himself up to it entirely, indifferent to 
every other thought, advancing every day towards 
his end, without communicating his progress to 
any one, not even to his master, Barrow, jealous 
of owing the secret of the universe to any one 
but himself, and wishing to discover it by always 
thinking of it. If his astronomical observations 
appeared to him to be uncertain, he went over 
them again. If the known instruments of calcula- 
tion were insujficient, he invented new ones, espe- 
cially the infinitesimal calculus. It was only when 

> M. Biot's former and more recent papers on Newton in the Bn^ 
graphic UniverstUe^ and JourruJ des Sawtnts^ 1 S3 2-1 854. 
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he had mastered all these combined resources, that 
he applied all his power of reflection to the pro- 
blem which he had proposed. " I keep," said he, 
" the subject of my investigation constantly before 
me, and wait for the first glimmerings to begin, 
dawning slowly and little by little, until they 
change into fiill and entire clearness." 

This clearness at last appeared, and when the 
Principia was published in T687, ^^ system of 
the world, founded upon universal attraction, was 
mathematically demonstrated. 

What is attraction ? According to Newton, it Newtonian 
is the general law of the physical universe, nothing definition 
more or less. But a law is not a cause. It is but ^ ^' 
the exact expression, and general formula of a 
fect.^ 

If Newton rejects the Cartesian mechanism, the Attraction 
system of vortices^ it is not that he pretends toJj^PJJ^^ 
introduce the idea of force, and the theory effect, 
dynamism into the metaphysics of nature. New- 
ton's mind was cautious and pushed its mistrust of 
speculation to the verge of timidity. Hence, even 
after having discovered and demonstrated the law 
of universal attraction, he scrupulously refrains 
from every theory upon the .essence of bodies. In 
his eyes, attraction is a universal feet, a law of 
nature, suggested by analogy, established by pre- 
cise observations, and demonstrated by calculation. 
He will advance no further. Does attraction 

1 [<^ Laiv in the Aristotelian system implies a consciousness of obliga- 
tion, which exists whether realised or not in practice. La-w in the 
Baconian system means an uniform sequence, which exists only as it is 
realised in practice." — Mr, MansePs Introduction to Aldrich, And else- 
where, "the knvs of nature are simply general statements concerning the 
powers and properties oT certain clsisses of objects which have come under 
our observation." — Aids to Faith, p. i6.] 
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imply a force inherent in matter, and constituting 
its essence, or can it be explained mechanically by 
aid of an invisible fluid ? Newton, reserving him- 
self for a future attempt upon the latter explana- 
tion, absolutely refuses to pronounce upon the 
physical cause of universal motion. "I do not 
examine," he said, "what may be the cause of 
these attractions. What I call attraction may 
be produced by impulsion, or by other means un- 
known to me. I only use the word attraction to 
signify generally a force of some kind by which 
bodies tend reciprocally towards one another, what- 
ever the cause may be. For it is from the phe- 
nomena of nature that we should learn what bodies 
are reciprocally attractive, and what are the laws 
and properties of this attraction, before looking 
for the cause which produces them."^ To those 
who press him too closely with questions, his an- 
swer is that of Socrates ; "all that I know is that 
I know nothing." When he is reproached with 
reviving the " occult qualities " of scholasticism, 
he protests that in his eyes attraction is not strictly 
speaking a quality, but a phenomenon of whose 
cause, either in itself, or in its mode of action, he 
professes complete ignorance. Far from introduc- 
ing dynamism, Newton visibly leans to the con- 
trary system. He shows himself everywhere a 
mechanist ; only instead of being so in the sense 
of Descartes, he is so like Bacon and Gassendi, 
and like the old atomistic school, always excepting 
all that relates to the soul and to God. 

But is it the ultimate term of natural philosophy 
to have discovered the general law of the world, 

1 Optict, III., qusest. 31. 
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whilst absolutely ignorant of the first principle of Natural 
its motions ? Many scientific men of the present philosophy 

J X can slstc 

day think so. But such is not Newton's opinion, the neces- 
According to him, it belongs to natural philosophy ^^^^^ 
to signalize the necessity of a first cause, superior 
to purely mechanical causes. The man of science, 
and the geometer as such, may stop at the law oiF 
attraction ; but as philosophers they rise higher. 
This is not all. Newton not only professed to 
prove the existence of God. He ventured to 
fethom His nature and his relation with the uni- 
verse, and this is the most original side of his 
Theistic views. 

When his wonderful discoveries beean to beHisTheis- 
known, he was asked upon all sides if they could ^^ ^'^ * 
not serve to render the existence of God more 
sensible, and to confound the sceptics and the 
atheists. " Do not doubt it," answered Newton. 
"In the first place, it is absurd to suppose that 
necessity presides over the universe. For a blind 
necessity being everywhere the same at all times 
and in every place, the variety of things could not 
result from it. And, consequently, the universe, 
with the order of its parts appropriated to the 
variety of times and places, can only have its 
origin from one primitive Being, who has ideas 
and wiU."^ 

"Besides, at every step astronomy finds the 
limit of physical causes, and, consequently, the 
trace of the action of God.^ If we suppose an 
infinity of material elements, distributed in all the 

1 Prirui/fia, Schl. Gen. compare 0/ftics, 111. 31. 

' Pour Letters to Doctor Bentley, containing some arguments in proof of a 
Deity, 
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parts of an imbonnded space, I grant that, by 
means of a rigorously mathemariaJ (and there- 
fore most improbable) distribution, the material 
attractions of all these molecules will lead them to 
draw near from their diverse centres, and will end 
by condensing them into masses of unequal bulk, 
such as stars, planets, and satellites. But it is 
certain that the actual motions of planets cannot 
arise solely frx)m the action of grayitation, for, as 
this force pushes the planets towards the sun, in 
order that they should take a movement of revo- 
lution round diis, it needs a divine arm to launch 
them upon the tangent of their orbits." 

"Moreover, since comets descend into our 
planetary region, and move there in a thousand 
ways, sometimes in the same direction as planets, 
sometimes in the opposite direction, and sometimes 
also in directions which intersect those of the 
planets, according to inclined or eUiptical planes, 
and at all sorts of angles, it is certain that no 
natural cause could have determined all the planets 
and their satellites to move in the same direction, 
and on the same plane, without any considerable 
variation. There are traces of counsel here. 

" And in the same way no natural cause could 
have given the planets and their satellites those 
"exact degrees of rapidity in precise relation with 
their distances referred to the sun and to other 
centres of motion, which degrees were necessary, 
in order that these bodies should come to move 
themselves in concentric orbits. ' For if the 
planets had had as rapid a motion as that of 
comets ("as might have happened in case their 
motion had no other cause than gravity^ they 
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would not have moved in concentric but eccentric 
orbits, as comets do. Just so, if all the planets 
had had a motion as rapid as that of Mercury, or 
as slow as that of Saturn and his satellites, or if 
their different paces were much slower or much 
quicker than they are, and if their distances from 
the centres round which they turn were much 
greater or less, with the same swiftness ; or if the 
quantity of matter in the sun, or in Saturn, Jupi- 
ter, and the Earth were more or less than it is, 
the planets could not have turned round the sun, 
nor the satellites round Saturn, Jupiter, and the 
Earth in concentric orbits, but planets and satellites 
would have moved in hyperboles and paraboles, 
or elongated ellipses. TTierefore, to form this 
system, with all its motions, it needs a cause which 
knew and compared the quantities of matter in the 
different heavenly bodies, and the attractive 
powers which should result from them, and the 
diverse distances of the planets from the sun, of 
the satellites from Saturn, Jupiter, and the Earth, 
and the rates at which the planets and satellites 
should turn round the bodies which serve ^hem 
for centres. And to compare and adjust all these 
things together in so great a variety of bodies^ argues 
that cause to be not blind and fortuitous^ but very 
well skilled in geometry and mechanics T^ 

" This is not all, and God is further necessary 
either to make the masses turn upon themselves, 
which cannot arise from attraction, or to make the 
rotation agree with their circulation, as is observed 
in the sun, planets, and satellites, while the re- 
volutions of comets operate indifferently ^very 

1 First Letter to Doctor Bentley, p. 431, 433. 
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way. Besides in the formation of cosmic masses,^ 
how could the disseminated molecules separate into 
two classes, one luminous, aggregating themselves 
to form luminous bodies by themselves, like the 
sun and stars; the others opaque, assembling 
themselves to constitute planets and satellites ? All 
this is inconceivable without the action of an infi- 
nite intelligence." 

Such are the principal arguments with which 
Newton supplied Dr Bentley against the Pyr- 
rhonists. Moreovei?, he had already explained 
himself in this respect with admirable power, in 
the scholium which closes the Principia^ and in the 
following passage of the Optics. 

" Natural philosophy consists in reasoning on 
phenomena without resting on hypotheses, and in 
deducing causes from effects till the fu-st of all 
causes is reached, which certainly is not mechani- 
cal. The end which this science ought to pro- 
pose to itself is not only to develop the mechanism 
of the universe, but to resolve more general ques- 
tions, such as these : What is there in those parts of 
space which are entirely void of matter ? and why 
do the planets gravitate towards the sun, as that 
planet gravitates toward them, without the exist- 
ence of any tangible matter between these bodies ? 
Whence comes it that nature never does anything 
without a purpose, and whence arises all the mar- 
vellous order and the admirable beauty that we 
observe in the universe ? Of what use are the 
comets, and what causes the planets to move all 
according to the same rule in concentric orbits, 

1 First Letter to Dr. Bentley^ p. 430, See M. Biot., Journal des Savants, 
X831. 
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while the comets traverse the most eccentric orbits, 
and move indifferently without any rule ? What 
retains the fixed stars, and hinders them from fell- 
ing one upon the other ? How did it happen that 
the bodies of living animals were formed with so 
mucK art, and to what end were their different 
parts created ? Was the eye constructed without 
any optical science, and the ear without any know- 
ledge of sound ? 

" How are the movements of living bodies deter- 
niined by the will? Whence arises instinct in 
animals? Is not the sensorium of animals the 
place to which the thinking substance is present, 
and into which the sensible images of things are 
carried by the nerves and brain, that as present 
there they may be perceived by [that thinking 
substance itself] present? And, does it not appear 
from these phenomena that there is an incorporeal, 
living, intelligent, omnipresent Being, who in infi- 
nite space, as though it were His sensorium, inti- 
mately sees ajid thoroughly perceives things them- 
selves, and being present embraces them all pre- 
sent within Himself, of which things that in us which 
feels and thinks perceives and observes in its petty 
sensorium {in sensoriolo suo) the images only 
borne into it by the organs of its senses ? If the 
steps which we are permitted to make in this new 
kind of philosophy cannot raise us to the imme- 
diate knowledge of the First Cause, yet they 
bring lis ever nearer to it, and that is enough to 
make them appear of great value to us."^ 

Thus, then, was Newton led on by his method 
to a First Cause of motion and of universal order. 

1 0/>tics, Hi., quest. 28. 
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Pccuiiari- Up to this point there is nothing which is not 
Nwton's ^^^ simple and familiar in the idea which he 
Theirtic forms of God. What is of peculiar interest in 
f^^^' the homage rendered by Newton to the power 
and wisdom of the Creator is Just this, that he 
lets us see the loftiest science unding the faith of 
conunon sense at the end of all its marvellous cal- 
culations. But Newton did not stop there. He 
had his own views upon the Deity. In spite of 
all his caution, he even entangled himself in a 
peculiar theory, at once very original and ex- 
tremely rash. Upon reading over again atten- 
tively the passage which I have just quoted, I 
perceive certain singular expressions. Newton 
expressly says that infinite space is a sort of sen- 
sorium to God by which He perceives the objects 
of nature. This is not a mere metaphor: it is the 
index to a particular theory, whose key we must 
endeavour to find in the views of Newton upon 
space} 
The solid- Descartes had confounded two things which 
teVwWch"are perfectly distinct — extension^ which is given 
is true, ^q ^^ ^jy q^^ seuses as a property of bodies, and 

bodies themselves. The Cartesian school gene- 
rally hold that every body is nothing else than a 
portion of extension. Newton overthrew this 
theory. While preserving the extension of bodies, 

1 [Here is this fiamous passage in the original: ''An non sensorium 
animalium est locus cui substantia sentiens adest, et in quem sensibiles 
rerum species per nervos et cerebum deferuntur, ut ibi przsentes a 
przsente sentiri possint ? Atque an non ex phenomenis constet, esse 
entem incorporeum, viventem, intelligentem, omnipraesentem, qui in 
spatio infinito, tanquam sensorio suo, res ipsas intim^ cemat peni- 
tusque percipiat, totasque intra se praesens prxsentes complectatur; 
quarum quidem rerum id quod in nobis sentit et cogitat imagines 
tantum ad se per organa sensuum delatas in sensiorolo suo percipit et 
contuetur." — Optics^ lib. iii. quzst. 28.] 
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he also gave them those properties of which the 
Cartesian physics had deprived them, and above 
all solidity^ which makes them sensible to our 
organs, distinguishes and constitutes them; so far 
all is well. 

But Newton, separating himself more and more The ex- 
from Descartes to approach more nearly to the Gas- ***®°** ^1^ 

. , 1 1 1 ^ vaatum, and 

sendists, maintains, like them, that the vacuum de- the smaU- 
nied by the Cartesians exists as well as the plenum, ^^^^. 
Still further, he holds that in the universe there puscies, 
13 much more of the vacuum^ than of the plenum^ ^^^ *" 
and even that there is no proportion between one 
and the other, the plenum being finite in compari- 
son of the vacuum^ which is infinite. Thus, then, 
this universe, which seems to overwhelm us with 
its greatness, is reduced to a small assemblage of 
corpuscles, flung out, one knows not why, and as 
it were lost in a comer of immensity. 

This conception involves difHculties of more Newton's 
kinds than one. But there is one which must infinite 
have specially occupied the mind of Newton.'^***' 
What is the nature and origin of the infinite 
space, in which the world occupies so small a 
place ? Is it independent of the bodies which it 
contains in its vast bosom ? Can it be conceived 
as limited, mobile, ceasing to exist ? This seems 
impossible. 

But if space really exists, if it is indepen-Q^jj^^i^n. 
dent, infinite, immutable, necessary, what is want- js not this 
ing to its being God, or at least to its being 3°^^* God? 
one of the primary principles of things ? This 
difl[iculty contained nothing to alarm the disciples 
of Democritus, who openly professed to do without 
God, and to explain all with their vacuum and 

M 
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plenum. But a man like Newton, whose religion 
was deep and sincere, who was a decided sup- 
porter of final causes, and an earnest worshipper of 
the one supreme God, could not but have been 
disturbed by this conclusion. There can be no 
doubt that he considered the problem. Has he 
precisely solved it ? It does not appear. But he 
inclined towards an original solution, which his 
disciple, Clarke, undertook to shape into a sys- 
tem, and to defend skilfully and courageously 
against the formidable dialectics of Leibnitz. 
Answer: Here is the substance of this theory. Infinite, 
Space u independent of bodies, immutable as it is, space 

not Go<L , '■ i*-i*i/*T* - 

but in iome 18 uot a being by Itself, it is a necessary attn- 
rn^iZ^ bute of God. So with duration. We must dis- 
rium. tinguish between relative and absolute duration. 
All beings in this world have a certsdn duration. 
They live a day, a year, a century. But as all 
bodies, great or small, are situated in a space 
which encloses and stretches beyond them, so all 
particular durations are like the fugitive waves of 
an eternal river, which has no fountain-head and 
no mouth, which precedes, devours, and survives 
all. Take away the beings of this world. Infi- 
nite space and infinite duration subsist — that is, 
God subsists; for infinite space is one of His 
modes of existence — ^immensity; just as infinite 
duration is another of His modes of existence — 
eternity. But, if it be so, the presence of God 
in the universe appears in a new light. Space, 
which enfolds and penetrates all bodies, being^ 
something of God, being God Himself, it follows 
that God is present to the universe, not only by 
His creative and preserving power, but with an 
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effectual and substantial presence.^ Thus we can 
explain statements which otherwise appear incon- 
ceivable; that God knows all things; that He is 
present to the commonest and lowest beings; that 
" the hairs of our head (as Scripture says) are all 
numbered;" and that "God searcheth the hearts 
and the reins." In feet, God perceives bodies, 
as the human soul present in the brain perceives 
the impressions of bodies, a process which is the 
feeble but feithful image of the Divine percep- 
tion. For space is in some sort the sensorium of 
God, as the brain is that of the soul; only that 
the brain is a petty sensorium, sensoriolum^ while 
space is so upon a grand scale. 

Such is the real meaning of the celebrated passage 
which I have cited, and it is by the light of the same 
theory that we must interpret a not less celebrated 
portion of the Principia. " j3Etemus est et infi- 
nitus, omnipotens et omnisciens, id est durat ab 
aeterno in setemum, et adest ab infinito in infini- 
tum; omnia regit et omnia cognoscit quae fiunt 
aut fieri possunt. Non est a^temitas et infinitas, 
sed aetemus et infinitus; non est duratio et spa- 
tium, sed durat et adest. Durat semper et adest 
ubique, et existendo semper et ubique, durationem 
et spatium constituit. Cum unaqua^que spatii 
particula sit semper, et unumquodque durationis 
indivisibile momentum ubique, certe rerum omnia 
febricator ac Dominus non erit nunquam nun- 
quam."^ 

These words have been very frequently quoted. 

1 [In this sense Newton says, *^ Omnipresens est non per virtutem 
solam, sed etiam per substantiam." — Principia — Scholium Gtnerale.'] 

2 Principia — Scholium Genertde. 
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The theory But to Understand them thoroughly, we must not 
thirsch^ detach them from the general views of Newton, 
Hum is a uor from the conmientary given to them by 
abu^one' Clarke, under the eye and with the sanction of 
however his master. If we read this passage somewhat 
^d^^ superficially, we may believe that Newton simply 
plained by meant to Say that extension and duration, space 
and time, have the reason of their existence and 
their foundation in God. And this doctrine, thus 
generally stated, is incontestable. But, if the 
words are closely pressed, we shall find in them 
the germ of a very singular and questionable 
theory upon space and upon God. Newton 
holds that God is properly the substance, to which 
infinite duration and extension stand in the rela- 
tion of modes of being. God endures {durat 
semper) ; God is formally present everywhere {non 
per virtutem solam^ sed etiam per substantiani): 
eternity is confounded with duration, and space 
with immensity. 

I admit that Newton attempts to qualify this 
doctrine, as if he understood its perils. He de- 
clares that there are no parts in the substance of 
God — a substance which, like all others, is abso- 
lutely unknown to us.^ The movement of things 
introduces no diversity, no alteration, no passion, 
into the Divine essence. If we may say that 
God sees, hears, embraces all, it is because God 
is all eye, ear, arm, brain, intelligence, though 
not after the fashion of man ; He is all this incor- 
poreally, or rather in a mode incomprehensible by 

1 ["Ideas habemus attributorum ejus, sed quid sit rei aiicujus substan- 
tia minimi cog^oscimus." — Principia — Scholium GeneraUJ\ 
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our weakness.^ Finally, God, though present 
everywhere, as the soul is present to the brain, 
must not be considered as the soul of the uni- 
verse. The soul has need of organs to perceive 
the images of things. But " God has no need of 
such organs," says Newton, "because He is 
everywhere present to things themselves."^ 

It would certainly be unjust not to remember, 
and to allow for, these qualifications. But the 
theory exists, at bottom, in spite of restrictions 
which are more than once simply inconsistencies. 
Still further to appreciate the strength and weak- 
ness of the theory, I lay aside these scattered 
passages of Newton, which, after all, are but 
aper^us^ for the purpose of finding a precise and 
regular system in his commentator, pupil, and 
friend, Samuel Clarke. 

I take up the justly prized work, entitled, " A ciarke's 
Demonstration of the Beine and Attributes of p°"^^°" 

o^ tary upon 

God. More particularly- in answer to Mr. these views 
Hobbes, Spinoza, and their followers." ^ of Newton. 

Without absolutely rejecting the Cartesian 
proofs, Clarke guards against making direct use 
of them, upon the ground that they do not con- 
vince many minds; and flattering himself that he 
will succeed better, he employs other arguments, 
'which he thus sums up: — 

^'It is a much clearer, and more convincing 
way of arguing, to demonstrate that there does 
actually exist without us a Being, whose existence 
is necessary, and of itself; (i.) by showing the 
evident contradiction contained in the contrary 

» Principla^ I. I. * Optics^ lib. iii. quxst. 31. 

3 darkens BoyU Lectures for 1 704. 
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supposition (as I have before done) ; and (2.), at 
the same time, the absolute impossibility of des- 
troying or removing some ideas, as of eternity 
and immensity, which, therefore, must needs be 
modes or attributes of a necessary Being actually 
existing." ^ 

We may pass by the first demonstration, which 
is of a negative character, and which is confined 
to proving the impossibility of a progress ad 
infinitum^ of second causes and contingent beings,* 
and fix our attention upon the positive idea 
which Clarke has just indicated. He developes 
it with all the clearness that can be desired in 
the following passage : — 

" To the second head of argument, I answer, 
Space is a property (or mode) of the self-existent 
substance, but not or any other substances. All 
other substances are in space, and are penetrated 
by it; but the self-existent substance is not in 
space, or penetrated by it, but is itself (if I may 
so speak) the substratum of space, the ground of 
the existence of space and duration itself. Which 
(space and duration) being evidently necessary, 
and yet themselves not substances, but properties 
or modes, show evidently that the substance, 
without which these properties could not subsist, 
is itself much more (if that were possible) neces- 
sary. And as space and duration are needful 
(i.e., sine qua non) to the existence of every thing 
else ; so, consequently, is the substance to which 

> p. 21, Eighth edition. 1733. 

« Prop. ii. [That there has existed from eternity some one im- 
mutable and independent Being. Of the absolute impossibility of an 
eternal succession of dependent beings, existing without any original 
independent cause at all, pp. 11-13*] 
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these properties belong, in that peculiar manner 
which I before mentioned." 

Several serious consequences, follow from this 
doctrine — 

Firsts Clarke, like his master Newton, makes conse- 
no difference between the notions of space and^j^j^^^^ 
duration, on one side, and those of inmiensity and doctrine, 
eternity on the other. If there were any doubt ^^ dui^- 
on the point, here are two decisive passages : tion= 
"How universally," exclaims Clarke, "have nieni^^^5 
for many ages believed, that eternity is no dura- nity. 
tion at all, and infinity no amplitude I " ^ 1 And 
again, " infinite space is an infinite extension, and 
eternity is an infinite duration.'- space and 

A second consequence is, that Clarke considers ^^^ 
infinite space and duration as real things, inde- objective 
pendent of extended and changing objects, and, ^^^re 
which is more^ as necessary and indestructible. necessary. 

Finally^ it is a proved fact that Clarke attri- 3 infinite 
butes to the Being of beings infinite extension dE^ion 
and duration, which are necessary modes of His °j^f« ^^ 

existence. existence. 

When all this is distinctly understood, I confess General 
that I cannot altogether bow my mind to this°^J^]°?„ 
Newtonian Theodicea. I cannot assent to this its bearing 
theory of a God, who is extended in space, and^IJ^^or 
who flows on in time, thus penetrating souls and and Ms 



creation. 



1 [Correspondence between Butler and Clarke. Answer to the third 
letter. Butler's reply closes with a memorable sentence, which shows 
both his calm devotion to truth at the early age of twenty-one, and, 
what will be more doubted, his power of writing elegantly, had ne not 
deliberately sacrificed grace to accuracy. " As I design the search after 
truth, as the business of my life, 1 shall not be ashamed to learn from 
any person ; though, at the same time, I cannot but be sensible, that 
instruction from some ihen is like the gift of a prince ; it reflects an 
honour on the person on whom it lays an obligation."] 

» Afutver to the Fifth Letter, 
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bodies, and isdio at a given moment comes forth 
from His repose to create a miiverse. That raii- 
Terse is, no donbt, admirable in the unity of its 
laws, and in the wisdom of its harmonious ends ; 
but, great as it appears to the senses, from the 
moment that limits are assigned to it, it is 
to reason no more than an atom lost in the 
infinite yoid, a mechanism so frail, that from age 
to age it needs a repairing hand to adjust and 
strengthen its springs.^ All these thoughts, even 
when they are encircled by the splendour of 
Newton's discoveries, perplex my mind, and arrest 
its progress, 
investiga- Before making definite affirmations upon these 
^^^^ thorny problems, it will be well for me to coDect 

time and > ^ Dnm oometz moren tur in orbibos Tald^ excentrids, nndiqoe et 

«pare. qooqaotremun in omnes ootli partes, ntiqne niiUo modo 6eri potent, nt 

oxco fato triboendnm sit, quod planets in orbibos concentrids motn 
consimili ferantur eodem omnes; exceptis nimirmn iiregnlaritatibm 
qnibiudam vix notatn dignis, qoz ex mntnis cometaram et planetanmi in 
se invicem actionibns oriri potnerint, qnzqne verisimile est fore nt longin- 
qnitate temporis majores nsqne evadant, donee hzc natnrz onnpages 
mannm emendaticem sit desidetatura." — NewtmL, Ofiictj Qozst. nlte. 

[I most express my dissent from the objection here advanced by M. 
Saisset. Apply that objection to God's moral goveniment, and we 
have the argument against Redemption, which is as old as Celsus, that 
God has not so executed His wori^ as to need repair, odre Tip Octp 
Kotporipat 9eT iiopBtSwetat, Lib. iv., c. 69. In troth, aignments may 
for ever be bandied about plausibly for and against the '' mechanical 
hypothesis,'' in its bearing alike npon the physical nnivene, and the 
moral world. Clarke may assert, that ''if a king bad a kingdom 
wherein all things would continoallv go on without his interposition, he 
would not deserve at all the title <» king." Leibnitz may answer, that 
if things went on so, he would be a king in the highest sense. Butler, 
with his unfailing good sense, will tell us, that -Aether the Author of 
nature acts every moment, or has at once contrived and executed his 
own part in the plan of the world, makes no alteration in practical 
matters. The only question b, how, as a matter of fact, does sdence 
tell us that God does act in the physical universe ; and how does the 
Bible tell us, as a matter of £act, that God does act in that realm of His 
moral government which is disclosed to us by revelation. For the 
controversy on the ''mechanical hypothesis," see Notes to Bishop of 
KiUaio^s Edition of Butler's Analogy, p. 45 ; and Laws ^ote to Kin£s 
Origin oJEwly pp. 433-437-] 
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my thoughts, and to clear up a little those notions 
of space and time, which mingle with all my 
thoughts, and with all the actions of my life. 
There is much confusion and complication in these. 
Like every one else, I use almost at random the 
words, extension^ place^ space^ succession^ duration^ 
time, and the like. Cannot one take one's bearings 
among notions so near, yet so different ? I think 
I can disentangle three series of distinct notions; — 

(1.) The notions of concrete and finite exten- 
sion and duration. 

(2.) The notions of indefinite space and un- 
limited time. 

(3.) The notions of immensity and of eternity. 
I must attempt to distinguish in strong lines these 
notions which are almost always confounded. 

I. When I question my senses, all, in their dif- 1. The no- 
ferent degrees, especially sight and touch, make*^*^?^^^ 
me grasp objects as extended and figured. But concrete 
this is not an abstract and undetermined exten- ^^^^^^^ 
sion. The body, which is felt by my hands, andtion. 
looked upon with my eyes, possesses such and 
such extension, angles, and so on. All this is 
sensible, concrete, and particular. Now, if I 
consult my inner sense ; if I begin to reflect upon 
myself, and to consider the course of my mental 
life, I perceive distinctly duration, not vague, in- 
determinate, and abstract, but concrete, precise, 
and determinate. For what is the permanent 
principle, which I apprehend under the variety of 
my fugitive sensations and thoughts ? It is my 
intellectual energy, which is always present, even 
when it relaxes itself, and appears to sleep. ^ It 

> [Thus Coleridge would account for many strange fulfilments of 
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is my internal activity, always exercised, or ready 
to exercise itself at my will. It is, in a word, 
that principle of my personal identity which I call 
/. But to feel and know that I am identical in 
the bottom of my being, while the forms and 
modifications of this being vary, is precisely to 
endure. Wherever I recognise a stable and per- 
manent principle in the succession of phenomena, 
and the variety of accidents, I recognise things 
which endure, and the consciousness of my own 
duration, joined to memory, helps me to measure 
the duration of the beings which environ me. 
Hence, with the aid of those ingenious instru- 
ments which represent the lapse of time to the 
eye by appropriate movements, those notions of 
an hour, a day, a century, which constitute what 
I call concrete and determinate duration. 
2. The no- 2. It is equally clear, that when I represent to 
indefinite ^ys^lf au extettsiou, however vast, and a dura- 
space and tion, however prolonged, I conceive a duration 
and an extension yet vaster, and beyond these 
yet vaster again, and so on indefinitely. And it 
is well worthy of remark, that this intellectual 
operation is accomplished in the inverse direction, 
by a process which is equally necessary. Every 
extension, however small, is conceived as divisible 
into two or more parts, each of these into smaller 
parts, and so on. Just so with the shortest 
imaginable duration. The indivisible instant, 
and the indivisible point, are ideal limits, which I 
am always approaching without ever reaching 

dreams. Experience will at any time "attain to something of pro- 
phetic strain." Experience, forecasting results in a condition when we 
are abstracted from disturbance, and assisted by imagination, may give 
presages, whose fulfilment appears truly marvellous.] 



time. 
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them, even as it is impossible for me to conceive 
distinctly an extension which is the greatest pos- 
sible, or a duration which is the maximum of all 
conceivable duration. These limits fly before my 
mind with that etenial flight of which Pascal has 
spoken. I may expand my conceptions to their 
broadest verge, or contract them to their narrow- 
est point. The infinitely little, like the infinitely 
great, recoils before me, and both, as it were, 
sink towards the inaccessible absolute. 

Such seems to me to be the constitution of the 
human mind. I do not yet attempt to draw con- 
clusions from it touching the nature of things. I 
limit myself to stating facts, and analyzing notions. 
But, if I have seen rightly, the notions of space and 
time have a character which only belongs to them- 
selves. Before I had to do with sensible realities, 
with objects concrete, multiplied, and particular. 
Not so here; I observe a thousand different exten- 
sions ; I can conceive but one space. I have the 
idea of all sorts of unequal durations ; I can con- 
ceive but one time. My eyes see the extension 
of the heavens ; my hands touch that of the earth ; 
my consciousness grasps, and so to say touches 
and sees my personal duration. Time and space 
are not perceived by my senses ; they are con- 
ceived by my understanding. 

3. It remains to examine if these notions of 3; The no- 

^ .-, ^ r » 1 r » * i tions of 

undetermmed sps^ce, and or mdenmte time, can be immensity 
confounded with those which I have still to ana-^^^°^^**^^" 
lyse, the notions of immensity and of eternity. 
This is not a question of reasoning and of system ; 
it is a question of . facts and of analysis. But, in 
point of feet, when I reflect that this world is 



1 88 FOURTH TREATISE. 

formed of contingent things — ^that all is bom, 
changes, and perishes — ^if I put the supposition 
that the world suddenly ceases to exist, that I am 
left its last wreck, and that I close my last day, 
one thing invincibly resists these efforts of my 
mind to annihilate all beings — ^and that is the 
notion of absolute being. All which exists not 
of itself, and which has a borrowed being, may 
cease to exist. But we cannot conceive that 
which is the very source of beings annihilated, 
either in the centre of its nature, or in the attri- 
butes and essential acts which constitute it. Thus, 
then, my hypothesis being realized, there are no 
more creatures, but the creative power remains. 
This inmiense world, with the bodies in myriads 
upon myriads of different figures which form it, 
and the prodigious nimiber of living beings who 
are developed in it, is no more. But the power 
of God always extends to numberless worlds. It 
precedes, enfolds, and surpasses all ages. In 
short, in spite of the absolute destruction of all 
determined extension, and of all actual duration, 
God is always immense and eternal. 

Here, then, are two new notions, of immensity 
and eternity, which I find in my mind, as real, 
natural, and universal as the notions of duration 
and extension, and again of space and time. 

The question now must be to decide what I 
have a right to affirm upon the nature of the ob- 
jects represented by this triple series of notions. 
We have to pass, as the Germans say, from the 
subjective to the objective — a process which is 
justly dreaded, and which I only wish to attempt 
with extreme caution. . 
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First, it seems to me clear that I have no reason Duration 
for doubting duration and extension to be real^^®j|^^°' 
things. For the duration that I can know is my real, 
own. It is given to me by consciousness and 
memory. It is not an abstract conception. It is 
an immediate intuition of the inward sense, pro- 
longed by memory. I know and am certain that 
I endure, as I know and am certain that I exist. 
To deny the reality of duration is to deny con- 
sciousness and memory, it is to overthrow the 
foundation of all knowledge and of all certainty. 

It is not more reasonable to question the reality 
of extension. For all my senses bear witness to 
it with more or less clearness, but with the *ame 
strength of conviction. Besides, consciousness 
and the senses are not two separate functions of 
the human mind. The Ego of consciousness is 
not a solitary, abstract, self-involved /, knowing 
nothing but itself, a phantom- created by the arti- 
fice of systems. It does not exist a single moment 
without action, without experiencing sensations 
and producing movements which place its exist- 
ence in relation with its organs and with the outer 
world. Self-consciousness is therefore inseparable 
from the perception of sensible objects, and these 
are revealed to our mind under the general condi- 
tion of extension. There is no doubt then of the 
objective value of these first notions, the simplest 
and most femiliar in the domain of thought. 

From these lower regions, proportioned by their immensity 
grossness and narrowness to our mortal eyes, \tt^tjr&X 
us rise to a higher point. Adjoiiming for a little ^^' 
these notions of space and time, let us essay that 
which is most sublime in this order of speculation, 
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I mean the ideas of immensity and eternity. 
When we arriye in that hidden and divine world, 
where there is no more limit, change, or imper- 
fection, om- thought may weU be dazzled. What 
are eternity and immensity? Are they actual 
attributes, real and absolute determinations of the 
divine nature, or purely human aspects of the 
forms under which we, created beings, plunged 
in the mutations of time and subject to the limita- 
tions of space, represent to ourselves the infinite 
power and the immutable essence of Gkxi ? These 
are questions which I should not attempt to solve 
finally with a few words. But it seems to me, 
prima facie y that with the same right that I aflfrm 
the existence of an all-perfect Being, do I also 
equally assert that this being is absolutely immu- 
table, simple, powerful, and consequently abso- 
lutely incapable of all change, division, or limita- 
tion whatever. This absolute immutability in 
regard to the flux of changing things is eternity. 
This power, at once simple and infinite, capable 
of producing an infinite number of existences with- 
out division, is immensity. * Thus, immensity and 
eternity appear to me as real as God himself, and 
consequently as real as this extension which my 
hands grasp, and this duration whose reality is 
commingled with my own. 
Notion* of Here is an undoubted group of real existences, 
space and g^ have the uotious of space and time the 
not *A#*wrf-same objective valuer I beheve not. 1 am apt 
*^' to think, on the contrary, that space and time, 

considered in themselves, abstracting from the 
sensible universe and from God, have only an ideal 
existence. Newton himself, in distinguishing 
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concrete and determined duration from time in 
general, names the latter absolute and mathematical 
time} The term mathematical is well applied, for 
it is with time as with other mathematical things, 
such as unity equality, number, a point, a triangle, 
a sphere. I admit that these are not ordinary 
abstractions like the abstract and general ideas of 
colour, matter, existence, and the like. In fact, 
the geometrical point, the triangle and the sphere, 
the superficies and the line are absolute things. 
We can conceive them as types of which sensible 
objects are but imperfect copies. While the phy- 
sical and natural philosopher vainly looks in the 
most regular and finished objects of nature for a 
perfectly plane superficies, for curves developed 
according to a precise law, for triangles perfectly 
similar, for really equal radii of the same circle, 
the geometrician, living in a higher and purer 
region, contemplates immutable objects, enclosed 
in some sort in the bounds of an exact definition, 
and interlinked by precise relations. Hence those 
formulae, theories, and axioms, whose luminous 
order forms the mathematical sciences. If it be- 
longs to the scientific man to describe the real 
world, it is the property of the geometrician to 
construct an ideal world. It is very far from my 
intention to say that geometry is a science of 
chimeras, and that its objects have not their 
proper value. The basis of geometry is in the 

1 Tempus absolutum, verum, et mathematicum, in se et natura sua 
sine relatione ad externum quodvis, aequaliter fluit, alioque nomine 
dicitur duratio ; relatiun, apparens, et vulgare est sensibiiis et externa 
quxvis durationis per motum mensura (seu accurata, sea inzquabilis) 
qua vulgus vice veri temporis utitur ; ut Hora, Dies, Mensis, Annus." — 
Newton s PrinCj lib. i., defin. i. 
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necessary concepts, and universal laws of the reason; 
on this rooting it is of great value, and possesses 
a solidity that can never be shaken, based as it is 
upon the intelligence of the eternal Geometer, 
who is God Himself.^ 

I am, therefore, inclined to think that the pure 
notions of time and space are of the same ftunily 
as the objects of mathematics, which, without 
being chimerical^ have no other than an ideal ex- 
istence. Besides, what necessity do you see for 
conceiving time as an absolute reality, indepen- 
dent of all real succession, and of every mutable 
being? Absolute time, says Newton, considered 
in itself, flows on equally (osqualiter fluit.) I 
confess that I cannot absolutely understand as real 
this " equable flowing on" of absolute time, the 
universe being hypothetically annihilated. There 
would then be no more changing beings, conse- 



» [I am sure that M. Saisset would thank me for quoting the follow- 
ing beautiful sentences, written by Isaac Barrow, Newton s tutor, in a 
fly-leaf of ApoUonius. Montucla considered Barrow a poor philosopher, 
for believing in God, but admits him to be a "learned geometer" 
(Histoire des Math^matiques, art. vii., tom. 11., p. 88). A recent witty 
French writer is just enough to place him somewhat above those Eng- 
lish sermon-writers, whom one reads, not from pleasure, but " pour faire 
son salut." If M. Saisset wishes for any other specimen of Barrow's 
style, T would venture to refer him to " The Christain Faith Explained 
and Vindicated," sermons vi. to xii., on the proof of the being of God, 
and of the creation of the world by Him — 9c6s yecafierfxi* 

" Tu autem, Domine, quantus es Geometra I quum enim haec scientia 
nullos terminos habeat ; cum in sempitemum novarum theorematum in • 
ventionl locus relinquatur, etiam penes humanum ingenium, tu uno hacc 
omnia intuitu perspecta habes absque cateni consequentiarum, absque 
tzdio demonstrationum. Ad cetera poene nihil facere potest intellectus 
noster; in his conspiratur ab omnibus . . . Te igitur vel ex h4c re 
amare gaudeo, te suspicor, atque iUum diem desiderare suspiriis fortibus 
in quo purgati mente, et claro oculo, non hxc solum omnia absque hac 
successiva et laborios^ imaginandi cui^, verum multo plura et majora ex 
tu& bonitate et immen8i8sim& sanctissimaque benignitate conspicere et 
scire conceditur.] 
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quently no more change, no more duration. 
What of time? The poet shall answer. 

Sur les monde d^truits les temps dort immobile. 

But if time is immoveable, it does not flow. This 
is no longer time. It is eternity, of which time 
is but the image. 

See, again, the conclusion to which we are led ^l^g^o/^j^g 
by this theory, that all duration which flows on theory that 
supposes not only a being who endures, but alsOjmpUw^'^" 
time. For, since time itself is something which time, 
flows on, we must suppose beyond time another 
time, and so on. So with space. If you main- 
tain that all extension supposes as containing an 
absolute extension which you call space, this space 
being itself conceived as extended, will imply an- 
other space, so that you will always be seeking 
absolute space, just as you were seeking absolute 
time, without being able to attain it. 

But, it may be urged, motion implies the -Answer to 
vacuum, and that is tantamount to absolute space, uon^ha't 
I answer that the question of the vacuum is not ««««''«» sup- 
yet solved. Descartes and Huyghens, who, I {^^ * ^ 
apprehend, were no ordinary physical philoso- 
phers, have denied the vacuum, and maintained 
that motion is perfectly compatible with the hy- 
pothesis of the plenum, I am not completely 
ignorant of all that the vacuists, from Leucippus 
and Democritus to Newton, and from Newton to 
modem chemists, have objected to this hypothesis. 
But what I know greatly better is, that this point 
is no problem of physics, or of chemistry, but of 
the highest metaphysics, — an insoluble problem, I 
fear, since neither observation, induction, and ex- 

N 



space. 
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perience, nor pure speculation, appear capable of 

solving it definitely. 
Error of After all, I am little concerned in the side 
Clarke and which Hiav be taken on this question. Even if 

Newton, in . ' , . '^ . , 

conceiving my views on space and time are not received as 
space 2A xxne^ the preceding analysis entitles me to assert 
buteof that Newton and Clarke, in confounding the 
^*^' notion of space with that of immensity, and the 
notion of time with that of eternity, have com- 
mitted a capital error, which could not but lead 
to false and dangerous views. Surely it is a 
serious thing to conceive space as an attribute of 
God I Clarke may inscribe the name of Spinoza 
beside that of Hobbes and the most notorious 
atheists. The simplest logic imposes on him the 
very theory for which he reproves the author of 
the Ethica: Deus est res externa. For if the 
immensity of God is, as Clarke plainly says, only 
infinite extension, it follows that God has length, 
breadth, and depth, that He is divisible ad in- 
jinitum^ and other monstrous consequences. But, 
Clarke would reply, the extension of God is in- 
finite. This is just Spinoza's answer, and it is 
vain; for extension, be it finite or infinite, has 
always the same properties, and the same essence.^ 
EquaUy To make of time an attribute of God is an 
erroneous opinion apparently less revolting, but really 
time an uot less Untenable. What if Newton affirms 
attribute i-hat God's duration is infinite ? Finite or infinite, 

of God. J . - .1. . . . 

duration always implies succession, variation, 
change. It is absurd to say that the immutable 
One varies, that the eternal One changes. And 
if you reply that He endures without changing, 

1 Ethica^ Part 1., SchoL, Prop. xx. 



GOD IN THE SrSTEM OF NEWTON. 195 

you may justly fear that you are uniting contra- 
dictions, and falling into utter confusion ofxhree 
thought. ^^l^_ 

If it were not overbold, I would now drawtonian 
these three conclusions : i^R^**^^' 

^ That the Newtonian school, in admitting space and 

space and time as real, absolute, and independent J^d'enJ''^'' 
of extended substances, and of beings which 0/ exten- 
endure, has pledged itself to a hazardous hy-di^tlon. 

pOthesis. ' Notions 

^ That it has committed a serious psychological Ld^ume 
error, in confounding the notions of space and«>°^<^ 
time with those of eternity and immensity. of immen^ 

* That its theory of God, conceived as em-^*y^^ 

«»i • « •>•• • « eternity. 

bracmg the universe by an innnite extension and 3 Theory 

duration, appears irreconcileable with the sim-°|^^^.jj 

plicity and immutability of the absolute Being, the uni- 
verse by 

infinite 
extension 
and dura- 
tion. 



The Theism of Leibnitz} 



Agreement When I gather up my reminiscences and im- 
ferem^^of pressions, and try to survey in one comprehensive 
Descartes glance, the two countries which I have just 
ton. ^" visited — in one of which Descartes speaks in 
magisterial tones, while the other listens to none 
but Newton — ^I find some beautiful harmonies 
between these regions of the intellect ; but I also 
see numerous contrasts, and more than one per- 
plexing discordance. 

It is, indeed, perfectly clear that Descartes and 
Newton, Malebranche and Samuel Clarke, in 
spite of all their differences, own the same God. 
For with all alike the God whom they recognise is 
the Being who is perfect, independent, and com- 
plete in Himself, the Creator and Lawgiver of the 
universe, the supreme object of love and worship 
for all intelligent creatures. 

But, on the other hand, I cannot deny that 
the consonance of these great thinkers is fre- 
quently jarred by the secret tendency of their 
systems. 

1 [Leibniz is unquestionably the more correct orthography; but ( 
have not thought it worth while to deviate from universal usage.] 
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They all place God the Creator at the origin Discrepan- 
of things. But Descartes forms to himself so**®*"*? 

1 " .1 r 1 -r^' • • 1 errors m 

smgular an idea or the Divme omnipotence, that Descartes, 
the creative act appears alternately arbitrary to 
the point of capriciousness, and determined to 
the verge of absolute necessity. 

Malebranche, who at first, under a better in- Male- 
spiration, as I think, re-established the Divine *^^ ^' 
wisdom and goodness on a parallel line with His 
omnipotence, ended by absorbing into God all 
being, all action, all life, so that this vast universe, 
ruled by the simplest and most beautiful laws, 
appears to be inhabited by shadows, 

Newton himself, that severe and positive Newton, 
genius, the mortal enemy of chimeras, too much 
absorbed, perhaps, in the contemplation of the 
physical order, conceives God as displaying His 
being in space and time, at the risk of degrading 
Him from the glories of His spiritual existence to 
the gross and shifting life of die universe. Shall 
I not find at last a philosopher to grasp the great 
truths of spiritualism with such vigour as not to 
let one escape, and to maintain them all in their 
harmonious economy, pure from illusion and from 
error ? 

Certainly if such a philosopher ever existed, character- 
he can be no other than Leibnitz. Equal, tOLeibnkz. 
Descartes and Newton in genius, he has the 
notable advantage over them of having come 
after them. He gathers together these grand 
heirlooms, and adds to them. By a marvellous 
correspondence between the epoch of his appear- 
ance, and the character of his genius, he unites 
two superior gifts, which might seem to be 



198 FIFTH TREjfTISE. 

mutually exclusiye, the creadye and the critical 
faculty.' He is incompanibly sagacious in hitting 
upon the strong and weak points in the thoughts 
of others, while he himself is a thinker of such 
originality as to have no equals, except among 
the greatest. It is an unprecedented spectacle to 
see the man, whose infinite curiosity is hardly 
satiated by the most unirersal reading which has 
ever been known, so far from being exhausted 
by his erudition, as to find in it new powers of 
imagination and of inyention. 
His Intel- Nor was his genius moulded like that of the 
^J^ intellectual solitaires, Descartes and Newton, who 
and career, disdained the past, and wished to draw every 
thread of their philosophy from their own stock. 
Leibnitz, on the contrary, gave himself up de- 
votedly to the first masters, who fed his mind 
upon die Peripatetic philosophy. Far from being 
disgusted with Aristode and the Schoolmen, the 
more deeply he studied, the more completely was 
he pleased with them. Meanwhile, the breath 

* [Reid hsLS somewhere observed that '*it is genius, and not the 
want of it, that adulterates philosophy." Kant and Hume, Sir W. 
Hamilton remarks, held the same doctrine of the incompatibility of 
creative imagination with philosophical talent. The metaphysician, 
however, as the same great critic says, requires not less imagination 
than the poet, only of a different kind. In modem times especially, 
when poetry has become introverted and psychological, the future 
philosopher has often made his dSr^/ as a poet, like a plant wldihfi^ujers 
before it Itaft — 

And last, a matron new, of sober mien. 
Yet radiant still, and with no earthly sheen. 
Whom as a £iery child my childhood wooed, 
Even in my dawn of thought — Philosophy ; 
Though then unconscious of herself, pardie. 
She bore no other name than Poesy, 

Coleru/gej Garden of Boccaccio. 

Strabo (Lib. i., Geograph, quoted by Patrick, Numbers xxi. 30), says, 
ol iraSxuol (piXwrwpiav TtvA Xiyovai vpCrrTiv rijv irotijrtjc^i'.] 
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of the Renaissance^ which had been let loose over 
Europe for two centuries, reached him in his 
school at Leipsic. Still remaining faithful to 
Aristotle, he acquired a taste for Plato and his 
new interpreters. But the philosophy of the 
Renaissance was surpassed. Galileo, Bacon, Des- 
cartes, and Gassendi arose, and Europe resounded 
with their glory and their discoveries. 

The Leipsic scholar, who had scarcely left his 
bench in school, adopted the new ideas. He 
became a Cartesian, almost a Spinozist. He 
arrived at Paris, where Malebranche and Amaud 
received and initiated him. Huyghens, above all, 
aroused his nascent genius, and opened to him 
the world of high mathematics. He was anxious 
to see Newton, travelled to London, and returned 
to Paris, to lock himself up for several years, in 
meditation upon all the novelties which he had 
collected, and those which he was preparing him- 
self. In returning to Germany, he took care to 
traverse Holland, where he visited Spinoza. 
Then, after other travels, and a long sojourn in 
Italy, he took up his residence in Hanover. At 
that time only, when he had arrived at maturity, 
after having visited Paris, London, Amsterdam, 
and Florence, and after a training of twenty years 
in studies and discoveries of every kind, mathe- 
matics, physics, and geology, law of nations and 
Jurisprudence, history, languages, and origin of 
nations — did he make a pause, and co-ordinate so 
many materials into an original conception. 

But I shall not trust any one but himself to 
learn in detail all the phases of this mental evolu- 
tion. Leibnitz relates what his mental dispositions 
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were, from entering college up to die period when 
he began the stody^ of logic 

"Up to this moment,'' he says, " my taste for 
poetry and for polite literatore had been so 
marked, that my friends were uneasy at it, fearing 
that the soft attraction of the Muses would lure 
me away frxxn austerer and mine serious studies. 
The event spared diem this anxiety, for from the 
moment when I began the study of logic, I was 
fascinated with it. What seemed thorny to 
others, I passionately embraced. I did not con- 
fine myself to applying the rules. With a 
facility which surprised my masters, I raised 
difficidties, I meditated novelties, which I care- 
fully noted down, fcM" fear of foi^etting them. 
I was delighted with Zabarella, Rubins, Fonseca, 
and other scholastic logicians, taking as much 
pleasure in than as I had previously found in 
Livy and the historians, and my progress was so 
rapid that I read off Suarez, as people read a 
novel." ^ 

When he left college, he commenced the higher 
philosophical studies under the able direction of 
Thomasius, a man well versed in scholastic philo- 
sophy and classics. We may judge of his attain- 
ments by a theme. Tie principio individui^ sustained 
in 1663 under the presidency of his tutor. He 
had not got beyond the scholastic Aristotle ; he 
is plunged in the controversies of Scotists and 
Thomists. Modem ideas have hardly germinated 
in his mind, and one would almost suppose that 

I See in the NouveU^s Uttra et opuscules i/u£fs de Lahmtx, published by 
M. Poacher de Careil (1857), the piece entitled FHa Leiimai; a work 
by Leibnitz himself, ot which the autograph is preserved in the library 
at Hanover. 
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he was quite outside the circle of ideas which be- 
long to the Renaissance. But when he begins to 
breathe the outer air, he will not be long in read- 
ing Plato and Plotinus, Marsilio Ficino, and 
Patrizzi. We see traces of them in his Ars Com- 
binatorial a kind of thinking machine, imitated from 
Raymond LuUy, Kircher, and Giordano Bruno. A 
little later he wrote to a friend, " When I was 
quite a child, I learned Aristotle ; even the scho- 
lastics did not repel my curiosity, and I was not 
tired of them ifi a hurry. But besides this, Plato 
and Plotinus gave me sortie satisfaction, without 
speaking of other ancient authors whom I con- 
sulted. Afterwards, emancipated from the com- 
mon schools, I lighted upon the modem. I 
recollect that I walked alone in a wood near 
Leipsic, called the Rosenthal, at the age of 
fifteen years, to deliberate whether I should hold 
substantial forms. Finally, mechanism carried the 
day, and led me to apply myself to mathematics.*' ^ 
Modem ideas appeared to the nascent genius 
of Leibnitz as a sort of general rebellion against 
the Aristotelian physics, that is to say, as a new 
philosophy of nature. Heretofore, the pheno- 
mena of the universe had been explained by sub- 
stantial forms, intentional species, quiddities, and 
ecceities, quaint monsters, which drew their origin 
from the ill-assorted union of Christian theology 
with the Metaphysics of Aristotle. The light of 
Cartesianism dawned. This host of phantoms 
disappeared. Philosophy broke away from the 
chains of theology. The new physical system 
came to an open rupture with scholastic meta- 

1 Lettre a M. Retnond de Montmort in Dutens, Tom. V., p. 5. 



202 FIFTH TREATISE. 

physics. The phenomena of this vast universe 
were explained by the mere variations of exten- 
sion, figure, and notion. The problem of the 
world, reduced to a mechanical problem, appeared 
on the point of being solved with a clearness and 
simplicity which were hitherto unknown. This 
great revolution carried Leibnitz along with it. 
He declared himself a mechanist and a Cartesian, 
with him for the future convertible terms. He 
delighted in Descartes ; but as a physical philo- 
sopher. He gave the name of Cartesians to all 
the modem partisans of mechanism, to Bacon and 
Galileo, even to those who were furthest from 
Descartes, like Hobbes and Gassendi. "Here," 
said he, " are the true Cartesians." ^ Leibnitz 
pushed his fervour for the masters of mechanism 
so far as to incline to the system of Democritus. 
He confesses on one occasion : "At first, when I 
shook off the yoke of Aristotle, I gave into the 
vacuum and the atomic system, for it is that 
which fills the imagination most." ^ 

It was no doubt at this period that Leibnitz 
felt a momentary attraction to the fatalism of 
Spinoza. " You know," he says at the com- 
mencement of his Nouveaux Essais^ "that for- 
merly I went too far, and began to lean to the 
Spinozists, who leave God nothing but infinite 
power, recognising neither His perfection nor His 
wisdom, and despising the investigation of final 
causes, while they derive all things from a brute 
necessity. But these new lights cured me, and 

1 Efnstola ad Tkomasium, written in 1669. 

2 Systeme nouveau de la Nature^ Erdmann*8 edition, p. II4. 
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since that period, I sometimes assume the name 
of Theopilus." ^ 

So early as 1669, in one of his first essays, the 
anti-Nizolius, he had begun to make some reser- 
vations upon several points of the Cartesian philo- 
sophy. He did not wish to be confounded with 
those servile Cartesians who limit themselves to 
paraphrasing their master. It was scarcely worth 
while to overthrow Aristotle, for the purpose of 
substituting another idol. Taking one idol against 
another, he would even have preferred the elder 
superstition. " There is more truth in the 
Physics of Aristotle than in the Meditationes of 
Descartes, and I will even venture to assert that 
that physical system may subsist whole and entire 
in the bosom of the reformed philosophy." ^ 

It is interesting to observe these first traits of 
eclecticism, — ^this idea of a possible conciliation 
between Aristotle and Descartes, between dynam- 
ism and mechanism. But, unless I am mistaken, 
Leibnitz as yet possessed but an imperfect know- 
ledge of the new philosophy. He had read 
neither the Geometry nor Dioptrica of Descartes. 
He had not yet left Germany. His attention, 
too, was distracted from philosophy by the law of 
nations, politics, and jurisprudence. Consequently 
he only saw externally, and at a distance, the 
great movement of thought, whose centre was at 
Paris. He arrived there in 1672, a decisive 
epoch in his career. He was twenty-four years 
of age. His mind was overflowing with know- 
ledge and with ideas, but he had not yet found 

^ Nouveaux Essais, ch. i. 

' EpisUda ad Thomtuium, 3 and 4. 
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his way. He saw Malebranche, Arnaud, and 
Huyghens. These were his initiators, as he 
openly acknowledged. 

" In my early years, I was well enough versed 
in the subtilties of the Thomists and the Scotists. 
When I left school, I flung myself into the arms 
of jurisprudence and history. But my travels 
introduced me to those distinguished persons, 
who gave me a taste for mathematics. I gave 
myself up to them with an almost unbounded 
passion for the four years which I spent in 
Paris." ^ 

These distinguished persons are those whom I 
have already named : Amauld, Malebranche, 
Huyghens, and some others, among whom I may 
name the learned opponent of Descartes, Huet ; 
and I should especially add Newton and Collins. 
For in the course of the four years which Leib- 
nitz reckons as passed at Paris, from 1672 to 
1 676, he travelled in England, and saw Newton 
and his friends at Cambridge and London. He 
offered to the Royal Society his Theoria Motiis 
Concretiy just as he "had offered to the Academy 
of Sciences his Theoria Motus Abstractly works 
full of genius, but in which the young innovator 
was as yet suspended between Descartes and 
Newton. 

From 1676 to 1685 ^ ^^^ Leibnitz taking side 
more distinctly against Cartesians. The period 
of initiation was over, and that of opposition 
begins. Even at Paris he was pressing Male- 

1 NmtveUes Lettret, &c., published by M. Foucher de Cardl (1857). 
See the piece entitled, Discours sur la demomtratlon de VexisUnce de Dieu, 
p. 23. 
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branche with objections, and had even obliged 
him to yield upon the question of the quantity of 
motion in the universe.^ A little after, he saw 
Spinoza at the Hague, and proposed many diffi- 
culties to him. 

" I passed some hours after dinner with 
Spinoza. He did not clearly see the defects in 
the rules of motion by M. Descartes, and was 
surprised when I proved to him that they violated 
the equality of cause and effect." ^ 

For some years following, he did not cease to 
direct penetrating criticisms against Cartesianism, 
which, it is true, only bore as. yet upon particular 
points, but behind which one feels that a general 
attack was in preparation. In 1678, he treats 
the celebrated argument of the fifth meditation as 
a specious sophism^ and only consents to subscribe 
to it, on condition of being allowed to complete 
it.^ In 1684, in a very substantial little work, 
entitled Meditationes de cogmtione^ veritate^ et 
ideis, he attacks the Cartesian theory of the dis- 
tinctive characteristic of truth, and for the criterion 
drawn fi-om evidence ^^ he professes to substitute 

* See the unedited correspondence of Malebranche and Leibnitz. — 
Cousin, Philoiopiue Cartestenne^ p. 64. 

2 Foucher de Careil. Refutation inedite de Spinoza par Lgihtutz, preface, 
p. 64. 

s CEuvres PAilosophiquej, Erdmann's edition, p. 78, cf. Nouveaux Euais, 
Ub. IV. c. X. 

♦ [In the sense of evidentness — " There are two things implied neces- 
sarily in this word knowledge; one is truth, the other evidence. Evidence 
is the concomitance of a man's conception with the words that signify 
such conception in the act of ratiocination. When a man reasoneth 
with his lips only. . . . yet are not his conclusions evident to himself, 
for if the words alone were sufficient, a parrot might be taught as well 
to know truth as to speak it. Evidence is to truth as the sap to the 
tree, which, so far as it creepeth along with the body and branches, 
keepeth then alive ; where it forsaketh them they die ; tor this evidence, 
which is meaning with our words, is the life of truth." — Hobbes* Human 
Nature, chapter VI.] 
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another, namely, the analysis and connection of 
ideas. At last, Leibnitz, passing from skirmishes 
to war on a grand scale, declared that the philo- 
sophy of Descartes is radically erroneous, and 
b^u^ within it the germs of Spinozism. The 
critical epoch in the genius of Leibnitz was now 
terminated. With one stroke he indicated the weak 
point in the Cartesian system, and laid down the 
principle of a new philosophy. From 1685, ^ 
find him in full possession of this principle with 
all the laws of its essential developments. He 
had entered upon his definitive period, that of 
organization. 

In a letter to Thomas Burnet, he wntes — " I 
greatly approve what you say of Mr. Locke's 
method of thinking over and over again upon the 
subjects of which he treats. It is very much my 
method also ; and I have not taken a final part in 
important questions, before I have thought and 
rediought more than ten times, and after having 
again examined the opinion of others. In this 
way, I am thoroughly prepared upon matters 
which only depend upon meditation. Many of 
my opinions lave only come to a stop after a 
deliberation of twenty years. For I began to 
reflect when I was very young, and was scarcely 
fifteen years old, when I used to walk whole days 
in a wood to decide between Aristotle and Demo- 
critus. Meanwhile I have changed and rechanged 
upon the acquisition of new lights ; and it is only 
about twelve years since I began to feel myself 
satisfied, and arrived at demonstration upon mat- 
ters which formerly appeared incapable of it."^ 

^ Letter to Thomas Burnet. 
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This letter fixes the cuhninating point in the 
intellectual career of Leibnitz. It is dated in 
1697, fr^"^ which it follows that 1685 ^^ ^'^ 
epoch of the definitive formation of his system.^ 
He was nearly forty years of age ; and when he 
speaks of twenty years meditations, it is because 
he fixes the beginning, not at the somewhat too 
juvenile walks in the woods of the Rosenthal in 
1661, nor even at the completely scholastic theme 
De Principio individui in 1663, but with his first 
original publication De Arte Combinatioria in 1 666, 

Let us see the leading idea of this system. Leading -. 
Let us examine how Leibnitz was led on by thei^®.*°? 

^ , . . - 1 1 • • •' 1 Leibnitz. 

progress of his thoughts, across scholasticism, the 
Renaissance and the modems, by his reading and 
his travels, by his discoveries of every kind, and 
especially by his obstinate struggle against the 
philosophy of Descartes. 

^ According to him, the great error of Carte- 1 PoUmi- 
sianism is the doctrine of the passivity of sub-^^j^^**^ 
stances. In the physical world, the Cartesians fault of the 
conceive matter as destitute of all energy, andp^'^?^g^" 
reduced to extension. But this is a pure abstrac- the reduc- 
tion, so that they must keep up hypotheses and ^^^J^ to 
paralogisms to get out of this imaginary world and mere ex- 
regain reality. ^'"*°"* 

There is the same error in the moral world. ParaUei 
The human soul, passive and inert, without any e"or in 

r * ' 1 • 1 1 • the moral 

proper action or its own, is nothing but pliant wax world, 
under the hand of God — or rather an assemblage 
of modes, without connection and without unity. 

* This date could, if necessary, be confirmed by M. Grotefend's recent 
publication Correspondance de Ldbnitz avec Arnaud, These letters are 
written in 1686. Leibnitz appears in them armed at all points, and 
fighting in the name of a complete system. 
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This is the extreme conclusion which a perfectly 

logical mind reduces to absolute fatalism. 

And in the What, finally, can be the God of this mechani- 

^^^^**^° cal and abstract universe, but an abstraction also ? 

For since, external to him, there is no true being, 

but merely shadows of existence, it follows that 

he produces nothing actual and real. And thus 

are we constrained to reduce Him to a substance 

without force and without life, or to dissipate Him 

in the torrent of the shifting phenomena of the 

universe. 

1. Construe Such are the main features of that victorious 

''"''3^ ThepQiguji^,^ which, clearing the ground before Leib- 

poijit of nitz, allowed him to lay the foundation of a new 

^rtem-' system. In his eyes every substance is essentially 

''evtrfmh-aforce. Active force is everywhere. It is the 

^miiuy ^™^ principle of all corporeal phenomena. It 

z forcer exists in the plant, the animal, the man, the angel. 

It is upon earth, and in the highest heavens. It 

is the foundation of all beings. 

How this Is it by physics or natural history, by psycho- 

po^ntwas 'ogy o^ abstract considerations, that Leibnitz 

arrived at. arrived at the fundamental idea of his system ? I 

believe by all in combination, and first by physics 

and mathematics. 

Mathema- " I did not penetrate into the deepest mathe- 

ph^^^ matics,^ before my intercourse with M. Huyghens 

at Paris. But when I was investigating the final 

reasons of mechanism and the laws of motion, I 

was surprised to discover that it was impossible to 

find them in mathematics, and that I must turn 

back to metaphysics. This led me back to the 

1 LetUr a M, Xanotid de Montmort in Dutens, t. V. p. 7. 
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entelecheias ^ and from matter to form, and, after 
many corrections and advances in my notions, 
made me understand that monads^ or simple sub- 
stances, are the only true substances. I found 
then that their nature consists 'mforce^ and that it 
was thus necessary to conceive them after the 
notion that we have of souls, ^^^ 

Here, then, are the atoms of Leibnitz. But jwbmMfe^y. 
they are not atoms of matter. They are atoms of ^^^^^ 
substance^ monads^ in other words, vital units, forces confounded 
universally diffused, which, in their unequal per- ^*^^ ^**''"' 
fection, in the variety of their degrees, in the 
series of their evolutions, in the continuous grada- 
tion of their kinds, made up the drama of the crea- 
tion, upon the face of the earth and athwart the j^^^ ^j^|^ 
immensity of time and space. points— 

We must confound these monads, neither with^^^^ 
physical points (the atoms of Epicurus, and the"meta- 
molecules of the modems), nor with mathematical ^JntT" 
points (the ideal extremities of lines). Let us 
hear Leibnitz, " Material atoms are contrary to 
reason, seeing that they are composed of parts. 
Those are only substantial atoms, that is to say, 
real units, absolutely without parts, which are the 
principles of action and the last elements in the 

>. [*Ei^eX^eta, "the actual being of a thing as opposed to potenti- 
ality/' (Scott and Liddell, s. voce.) It is specially applied to the soul, 
which is the ivreXixeui of the body, as that by which it actually exists, 
" ut ipsa sit autor omnium functionum, omnium motuum, etiam con- 
J:rariorum in eodem cdrpore, cujus potens est." — See more on ivr. in 
Jul. C. Scaliger De Subtil. Exerc. CCCVII. 12— though even Scaliger's 
matchless power of saying things well, will hardly fulfil the hopes ex- 
cited by his elegant prelude, ** Adeanus paulisperhortos atque amoenitates 
sapientum, ut ex eorum flosculis animz nostras coronam victoriz 
texamus."] 

2 Compare Systeme Nouveau de la Nature^ and in Dutens, t. H., p. X 
and 49. 
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analysis of substances. They may be called meta- 
physical points. They have something vital in 
them, and a kind of perception. The physical 
points are only apparently indivisible. Mathe- 
matical points are exact, but they are mere 
modalities. Metaphysical points^ or substance 
(constituted by forms or souls), are the only exact 
and real points, and, without them, there would 
be nothing real, since without real units there 
could not be multitude."^ 
This cen- Thus was Leibuitz led by physics and geometry 
ofth^*"^ to the idea of active force, conceived as constitut- 
Leibnit- iug the substauce of things. He arrived at it 
^v^^ also, at the same time, by psychology, by morality, 
not only by every track along which observation, calcula- 
an/w^" tion, and genius could conduct him. 
metry, but " Let US examine a little more carefully," he 
u^and*^ says on one occasion, " the opmion of those who 
«np»^ deny a true and proper action to created things. 
Can any one be found to doubt that the soul 
thinks and wills, that we draw in ourselves, from 
ourselves, and from the stock of our own nature 
volitions and thoughts, and all this spontaneously ? 
This would be, in the first place, to deny human 
liberty, and impute our evils to God ; above all, 
it would be to reject our inward experience, and 
that witness of consciousness which attests to us 
that those actions which our opponents irrationally 
transfer to God are our own. On the contrary, 
allow our souls to possess the inward power of 
producing immanent actions, or (which is the same 
thing) of acting immanently : this granted,' nothing 
hinders but that there should be in other souls, 

1 De hta Natwrd^ Erdmann, p. 126. 
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or forms, or natures of substance, the same 
force .which is in us. Nay, it is a logical con- 
clusion."^ 

"You will possibly object that we can only 
know force by its effects, and not such as it is in 
itsetf. I answer that it would be so, if we had 
not a soul, and if we did not know it ; but our 
soul, as known by us, has perceptions and appe- 
tites, and its nature is contained in that." 

Thus, then, within and without us, there is Force 
everywhere active force. It fills the universe***® 
with the inexhaustible variety of its forms. In 
the animal, below him again, and down to the 
lowest steps of the material world, wherever there 
is being there is life. Let us not stop at those 
shifting phenomena which play before the senses, 
and at once delight and deceive the imagination. 
When the eye of reason once pierces beneath 
this gross material wrapper, we fmd unity under 
variety, substance under accidents, and with sub- 
stance life and action. All nature appears to us 
as a system of forces, homogeneous in essence, but 
developed in infinitely different degrees, and dis- 
posed according to harmonious laws. 

So far all is well, and Leibnitz is delighted The" Doc- 
with the beauty, the simplicity, and the grandeur ^?^,?^^ 
of his conception. But a serious difficulty arises, the inter- * 
when we come to explain the exact correspondence ^^^*' 
and perfect harmony which subsist between all substances 
the forces of the universe. \^ thi, ^ 

"After having established these points," says theory. 
Leibnitz, as he closes his exposition of his idea of 
active force, " I believed that I had plain sailing 

1 Cf., Rcmarqua tur U sentiment du P, MaUbranchcy p. 450. 
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before me. But when I began to meditate upon 
the union of the soul with 9ie body I was at sea 
again. For I found no way to explain how the 
body can make anything pass to the soul, nor how 
one substance can communicate with another 
created substance." ^ 

Here, in feet, is the real difficulty in all its 
generality and depth. The question is to under- 
stand not only the influence of the soul upon the 
body — a profound mystery upon any hypothesis, 
— ^but, generally, how any being can, in any way, 
go out of its own sphere of existence and action 
to exercise an influence upon the development of 
another being, whether of a different species, or 
of an analogous nature. For such an analogy 
does not remove the difficulty. If we obliterate 
the too sharp line of distinction which Descartes 
has drawn between the soul and the body, between 
the spiritual and the corporeal nature, between 
thought and extension; and if we further conceive, 
with Leibnitz, that all beings are analogous in 
essence ; the problem is simplified, but it is not 
resolved. Leibnitz thinks that we should not 
dei^pair of finding a solution, and a solution drawn 
from the very heart of the difficulty. He admits 
that the real physical action of one substance upon 
another is inconceivable, and consequently natu- 
rally impossible. A miracle would be necessary 
to make one force really act upon another. But 
nothing is more contrary to the scientific spirit 
than to postulate miracles, and nothing more 
absurd than the notion of perpetual and universal 

' Systeme nouveau de la nature^ et de la comrnunication da tubstatuet, 
Erdmann, p. 127. 
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miracles. On the other hand, every substance is 
a force ; every force is, by its very, nature, active, 
and continually in action ; all its successive acts 
and states form a continuous series, where each 
present state has its root in an anterior state, and 
so on. Thus we can conceive each of the forces 
which compose the universe as enfolding in itself 
from the beginning all the series of its develop- 
ments. And now, admit that these forces are in solution by 
harmony by their natural constitution ; and then ^^ ^^^^ 
all will go on, as if they really acted one upon the established 
other, though each acts only upon itself. harmony. 

See, then, the marvellous spectacle which the 
universe presents to us. Here is an infinite num- 
ber of forces, of living units, identical in essence, 
different in the degree of their developments. 
These different degrees are classified in families, 
in genera y and species which rise, by a continuous ' 
gradation, from brute nature, in which life slum- 
bers, to the splendours of spiritual existence. 
And we must comprise in this, with minerals, 
plants, animals, and men, all the grosser or sub- 
limer beings who fill up the intervals, people 
other worlds, and make up the infinite whole of 
the universe. But each of these beings has need 
of none but itself to^ develope itself through the 
ages, and to draw from its proper bosom the 
entire sequence of its successive evolutions and 
transformations. And yet, as these beings are 
all intermingled, and as there is a certain corre- 
spondence between their developments, it seems 
as if all beings acted upon one another, and as if 
the life of the universe were a struggle. Rather 
is it a harmony. Every soul, without going out 
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of itself, acts in perfect accordance with all others. 
It is like a little world. It represents the universe 
from its own point of view. It is like a living 
mirror in which the entire universe is represented. 
It can easily be conceived that Leibnitz is de- 
lighted with this conception, and with the number- 
less advantages which he discovers in it. He 
finds in it the satisfaction of his two great in- 
stincts, the critical and the creative; the traditional 
and innovating, the eclectic and original. 

" I have tried," he exclaims, " to disinter and 
to re-unite the truth, buried and dissipated under 
the opinions of different sects of philosophers; 
and I believe that I have added something of my 
own, to make some steps in advance." 

Leibnitz wishes to make all systems enter into 
his own — even those which were most suspected 
of charlatanism and chimerical mysticism, such as 
those of Cardan and Van Helmont. There is an 
admirable passage in his Nouveaux Essais^ where 
Leibnitz, under the name of Theophilus, celebrates 
his own system with marvellous freshness, enthu- 
siasm, and grandeur. 
Theasrimi- " I have been struck by a new system. Ever 
Idwtic"** ^^"^^ ^ ^eexa to myself to see a new face upon the 
character inner nature of things. This system seems to unite 
uLJphy^^" Pl2U:o with Democritus, Aristotle with Descartes, 
Leibnitz as the schoolmcu with the modems, theology and 
by"?imMif. niorality with reason. It appears to gather in 
what is best from all sides, and then to go further 
than any one has yet advanced. ... I now 
see what Plato meant when he took matter for 
an imperfect and transitory being, and what Aris- 
totle intended by his entelecheia. I see the pro- 
mise which even Democritus made of another life 
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in Pliny : how far the sceptics were right in declaim- 
ing against the senses ; how we may rationally ex- 
plain those who have endowed all things with life 
and perception, such as Cardan, Campanella, and 
better than them, the late Platonic Countess of 
Cannaway,^ and our friend the late Francois Mer- 
curius Van Helmont (though perplexed with un- 
intelligible paradoxes), widi his friend the late 
Henry More;^ 

" Had I leisure, I should compare my own dog- 
mas with those of the ancients and of other able 
men. The truth is more widely scattered than 
one is apt to suppose. But it is very often over- 
loaded, very often also wrapped up, and ever 
enfeebled, mutilated, and corrupted, by additions 
which spoil it, or at least render it less usefiil. 
In causing these traces of truth to be remarked 
in the ancients, or, to speak more generally, in 
our anteriors — ^we shall cfraw the gold out of the 
mud, the diamond from the mine, and light from 
darkness. This, in feet, will be perenrds quadam 
philosophiay 

What is most satisfectory in his theory is, that The " suffi- 
it puts in a new light the first and greatest of all ^'^'iJ ^^'j^^ 
verities, the existence of God. It is clear that all co-ordina- 
this system leads to God. For it is necessary ^^^f"*^ 
that this infinite number of forces should have its Theistk 
root in a primitive force. And it is necessary ^"^ * 
also that this wonderful constitution of monads, 
this continual scale of their degrees, this infellible 
correspondence of their successive states, should 

1 [Is this the FueoutOess Cotnumf, to whom some of Henry More's 
philosophical works are dedicated r] 
< Book I. c. L Erdmaim, p. 204. 
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have its sufficient reason in an intelligence which 
has created, foreseen, and co-ordinated all. 
Nothing, therefore, appears simpler to Leibnitz 
than the demonstration of the existence of God. 

"The sufficient, or final reason,*' he writes, 
"must necessarily be outside the series of this 
detail of contingencies, how infinite soever it be. 
And thus, the last reason of things ought to be 
looked for in a necessary substance, in which the 
details of the changes are only eminently, as in 
its source, and this is that which we call God. 
But that substance being a sufficient reason of 
all this detail, which also is everywhere linked, 
there is only one God, and this God suffices."^ 
The Carte- Moreover, on this question of the existence of 
tlr iSf **" ^^^' Leibnitz makes no effi3rt to separate him- 
substan- Self* from the doctrine generally received among 
cl*^edT ^^ Cartesians. Among the philosophers of that 
Leibnitz, school the existeuce of God is considered as a 
very simple and almost immediate truth; and yet 
they believe that it is possible, and even necessary 
to demonstrate it. This is the express opinion 
of Leibnitz.^ And so he holds the Cartesian 
proofs to be valid, especially that of the Fifth 
Meditation^ only reserving to himself the right of 
making it more perfect, partly by simplifying it,^ 
partly by filling it up as he thinks necessary to 
its completion,* in the hope which has always 
been pursued, but perhaps always bafliled, of 
making it a perfect demonstration. 

It is worthy of remark that Leibnitz, whilst 

» Prindpia Philosophla, § 37, 38, 39. Erdmann, p. 708. 
' Leibnitz — Nouveaux Essah, lib. iv. c. ix., x. 
^ De la demonstration Cartesienne. Erdmann, p. 177* 
^ Meaitationes de cognitione veritate et idels, p. 80. 
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giving in his adhesion to the Cartesian proofs, The Caite- 
does not confine himself to them. He reproaches ^^{^^^ 
the author of the Meditations with his exclusive Leibnitz, 
spirit in this, as in many other matters.^ Why l^^^J^f^^^ 
should the old proofs be despised or rejected if for the i 
they can serve the cause of God? Why, for in.f"^'"^''^^' 
stance, should the sensible and striking argument 
for final causes be eliminated, which can be ren- 
dered perfectly solid when it is kept within proper 
limits? Leibnitz observes, with that unfailing 
breadth of view and serene impartiality which are 
his characteristics: "I believe that almost all the 
means which have been used to prove the exist- 
ence of God are good, and when perfected may 
be very serviceable; and I am by no means of 
opinion that that which is drawn from the order 
of things should be neglected."^ 

In this superior frame of mind, he accepts the 
Platonic proof by the eternal verities, praising 
Plato^ for having conceived the Divine intellect 
as the region of ideas. He gives a ftivourable 

> [This exclusmeness of the Cartesian school, in their Theistic proof 
has been noticed by Locke: "But yet, I think, this I may say, that 
it is an ill way of establishing this truth to lay the whole stress upon 
that foundation . . . and out of an over-fondness of that darling 
invention, cashier, or at least endeavour to invalidate, all other argu- 
ments, and forbid us to hearken to thpse proofs, as being weak or 
fallacious, which our own existence and the sensible parts of the 
universe ofier so clearly and cogently to our thoughts, that I deem it 
impossible, for a considering man to withstand £em." — Essay^ Book 
IV., chapter x. 7. " It is certainly of ill consequence to depreciate the 
solidest arguments hitherto urged in proof of the existence, for the 
sake only of magnifying a flight of fuicy. When an imaginary proof is 
thus advanced as a real one, and not only so, but superior to all others, 
it then becomes more and more dangerous/' — Waterland, Dissertations 
upon the Argument a priori Jor proving the Existence of a First Cause, chap>- 
ter Hi. 3.] ' 

2 Nouveaux, Essais, lib. iv. ch. X. § 8. Cf. Lettre a Pabbe JNicaise, 
Erdmann, p. 139 seq. 

3 Epistola ad Hanscluum, Erdmann, p. 445. 
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sense to the opinion of Plotinus tijat every human 

intelligence contains in itself the intelligible world. 

He defends Malebranche, who had been attacked 

by Locke for having said that God is the place of 

minds as space is tluit of bodies.^ And finally he 

subscribes, in some sense, the celebrated formula, 
"We see aU in God." 2 

Up to this point Leibnitz has not spoken in 
Theistic ^is owu name. I shall now produce a proof 
pnx)f given more deeply marked with the peculiar impress of 
nL him- Ws genius, and which I think is all the more solid, 
^^- because the regular processes of syllogistic reason- 

ing are not visible in it. It thus exhibits nothing 
but the true foimdation of all the demonstrations 
of God's existence. I mean the spontaneous act 
of reason which, under the contingent and finite, 
grasps the infinite and necessary being. I leave 
the author of the Theodicea to speak for him- 
self: — 

" God is the first reason of things. For those 
which are limited, like all which we see and of 
which we have experience, are contingent, and 
have nothing in them which renders their existence 
necessary; it being clear that time, space, and 
matter, which are united and uniform in them- 
selves, and indifferent to everything, could receive 
other motions and forms in another order. We 
must, therefore, seek the reason for the existence 
of the world, which is the entire assemblage of 
contingent things; and we must look for it in the 
substance which bears the reason of its existence 
in itself, and which consequently is necessary and 

* Remarques lur U sentiment du P, Maldtranche, P* 45X* 

* Exanuns du Prindpes, du P. Mgl^anehy p. 690. 
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eternal. This cause must also be intelligent. 
For this world which exists, being contingent, and 
an infinity of other worlds being equally possible, 
and having, so to say, equal pretensions to exist- 
ence with it, it follows that the cause of the 
world must have regard or relation to those possi- 
ble worlds, to determine upon one. And this 
regard or relation of one existing substance to 
simple possibilities can be nothing else than the 
understanding which has the ideas of them, and 
to determine upon one can only be the act of the 
will which chooses. And it is the power of 
this substance which renders the will efficacious. 
Power tends to being, wisdom or understanding 
to truth, and will to good. And this intelligence 
must be infinite in every sense, and absolutely 
perfect in power, in wisdom, and in goodness, 
since it tends to all which is possible. And as 
all is connected, there is no place for the admis- 
sion of more than one. Here, in a few words, 
is the proof of one God, with all His perfections, 
and of the origin of things by Him."^ 

It is thus that Leibnitz, from the first pages of 
the Essais de Theodicee^ reaches the point at 
which Descartes had stopped. It was sufficient 
for the author of the Meditations to have solidly 
established the existence of God. In presence of 
the various and profound problems raised by the 
contemplation of the Creator, he had left his spe- , ., .^ 

r 1 1 r . r *^ Leibnitz 

culations suspended, prerernng to carry them on begins 
to other objects. Where the work of Descartes ^^^ J^j 
terminated that of Leibnitz began. The father ended. 

1 Essais de Theodicee, Part I. Cf. Princ, PhiL seu theses in gratiam Prin- 
c^iis Eugenii, in Erdmann, p. 708. 
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of modem philosophy had laid the foundation ; 
his greatest disciple went on to construct the 
edifice. 
First ques- The CaTtesiau reformer had established that 
God, and eyerjr substance is a force, and that in God abso- 
^* "^^th ^^^^ existence and absolute activity are identified, 
univerac, What was the first question which he had to 
tiwLdJ. 2mswer? Evidently this: Whether God should 
nitian sys- be couceived as a force which enters upon action 
^™' by the very necessity of its essence, in such sort 
that it can neither be conceived nor exist without 
a universe, where it is developed and realised, or 
whether He should be conceived as an activity, 
eternally self-contained, living with His own pro- 
per and independent life, and consequently at 
liberty not to go forth from Himself, as if to 
manifest Himself infinitely. This question brings 
on others. If God is conceived as the free crea- 
tor of the universe, we are tempted to ask why 
He has created it rather than not ; why He hais 
created such an universe ; at such a time ; and in 
such a place ? Then, how it is possible that this 
universe should contain free creatures, being the 
work of a God who foresees and governs all ; and 
imperfect, sinful, and unhappy creatures, being the 
image of a God who is all-wise and all-good? 
Had Leibnitz pretended to satisfy himself com- 
pletely upon these difficult questions, he would 
not, in my opinion, have been a really great philo- 
sopher. I can undoubtedly see that all these 
problems have occupied his thoughts, and that he 
has thrown light upon some of them; but in 
many others he has restricted himself to indicating 
the limit which no bold speculator can overpass, 
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without being lost in a region which is inaccessible 
to human reason.^ 

We know how Spinoza had solved the problem Spinoza's 
of the relation of God to the universe. Accord- ;^7^7''" 
ing to him, God is the infinite substance of vAivAinaturt^natu- 
bodies and souls are merely the modes. In this t^d°' 
system there is no real and practical distinction with the 
between God and the universe ; it is but an arti- g^ ^e 
fice of abstraction by which they are conceived or creator, as 

stated Dv 

named separately. God, without the universe, iSLiebnitz. 
not a being who possesses a determinate existence, 
and lives with His proper life; He is but sub- 
stance without its modes, that is to say, pure and 
undetermined being, conceived abstractedly, with- 
out the determinations which make His reality and 
His life. Then, the universe is as necessary as 
God ; it is not a manifestation of God ; it is His 
act; His life; God Himself. Why should we, 
henceforth, speak of the creature and the Creator ? 
God, the Creator, is a God who is independent of 
His creatures, who is manifested by and reflected 
in them, but who is distinct jfrom them. He is, in 
the language of the school, causa transiens, a cause 
which goes out of itself. The God of Spinoza, 
on the contrary, is a cause absolutely incapable of 
going out of itself, since it enfolds every possible 
existence as a part of itself: Deus est omnium rerum 
causa imnmnens^ non vero transiens} Spinoza 

1 [These sentences in reference to ontological speculation remind one 
of Scaliger*s happy saying, *^ quoedam oequo animo nescire velle magna, 
inmio maxima pars sapientix est." Aristotle's weighty words need to 
he remembered, rot^rojv ^i (sc. ^.TopiCav) rd fjukv dveXea^ lei rd tk 
KaroKiiruv, ^ yiip \6iyLi rrji dvoplas e^petris iarip, " There are some 
problems which we must solve, others which we must just pass by. For 
their solution would involve a discovery.^*'] (^EtJuc: ^icom: vii., ii., X2.) 

1 Etkica, part i., prop, xviii. [The " causa efiiciens " is divided into 
immanent and trofuitive* The traniitiw cause produces the eiiect exter- 
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used language which was in perfect accordance 
with his thought, when he substituted for the 
names of God and the universe, the Creator and 
the creature, those of natura naturans and natura 
naturata. These terms powerfully express the 
identity of one and the same existence, decom- 
posed by abstraction, and alternately regardedas sub- 
stance and mode, infinite and finite, fundamentally 
undetermined and determined in its necessary 
forms. 

In opposition to this pantheistic solution of the 
problem of the relations of God with the universe, 
Leibnitz substituted the idea of God the Creator. 
In his eyes, the universe exists, with a proper and 
distinct, though a derivatory existence. It is a 
harmonious whole, composed of living and sub- 
stantial units, capable of consciousness and spon- 
taneity. But these units — these monads, or en- 
telecheias^ as he calls them — ^being contingent 
things, form an admirable concert, but one which 
has nothing necessary about it. They are incap- 
able of finding in themselves the sufficient reason 
of their being and of their harmony; we must 
therefore refer them to a principle, which must 
needs be perfectly living and powerful to have 
communicated power and life outside itself; per- 

nally to itself. The immanent cause produces the effect within itself, 
of the tramitive cause there are two conditions, (i) that it should be 
itined ivitA the effect, (2) that it should be dissimilar to it. When I 
throw a stone, I am the tramitive cause of the act. When Mr Tenny- 
son's mind shaped and grasped the conception of his Idylls, it was the 
immanent cause of that conception; Cf. Burgersdyk, Institutionum Logic. 
Lib. i., cap. 17. De Causa effidente. This distinction should be carefully 
remembered. No pantheistic premiss is more authoritatively quoted in 
the Hegelian school than this of Spinoza, Deus rerum omnium causa imma^ 
nens nen vera trantieni** It's thorough re^tation is one of the leading 
features of the present work, as wifi be seen in'the sequel..] 
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fectly wise to have conceived this universe, and all 
possible worlds; perfectly good to have freely 
given the benefit of existence to our contingent 
universe. This God, the sole and independent 
principle of the universe, is truly God the creator. 
"He is," says Leibnitz, "the primitive unit, or 
simple, original substance, from which all created 
or derivative monads are produced and bom, so 
to say, by continual ftdgurations from the 
Divinity."^ 

God, who is everywhere present, and mani-oodre- 
fested in the immense universe, is reflected more n^^*!:i«ir- 
clearly again in the human consciousness. Hejy>nthe 
possesses all the attributes of personality. His^^w 
essence excludes only its limitations. " The per-**®*, 
fections of God are those of our own souls, but 
He possesses them without bounds. He is an 
ocean from whom we have received but a few 
drops. There is some power, some knowledge, 
some goodness in us, but they are whole and 
entire in God. Order, proportions, and harmony 
enchant us; painting and music are samples of 
them. God is all order. He always keeps an 
exquisite justness of proportions. He creates the 
universal harmony. All beauty is an expansion 
of His rays." * 

Leibnitz has now to establish that this principle spinozism, 
of God, the Creator, should be substituted for J^"^^^^ jj"/ 
that of Pantheism. According to him, the theory nitz, wants 
of Spinoza has a radical fault, which is, to have ^l^n^f 
entirely forgotten, not exactly the notion of individual 

activity in 
God. 

^ Prmdpia Phil9t9plu4s^ stu thetet in gratiam Prlndpis Engemiy Erdmann, 
p. 708. 

' Preface^ Etsms it TkeoAcie* 
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activity (for the God of the Ethica is a cause, 
whose essence is to develope itself necessarily), 
but the notion of that individual activity^ having 
consciousness and possession of itself, of which 
the human Ego is the living type. Individuality, 
in the system of Spinoza, is not in the material 
universe^ since bodies, in his eyes, are only the 
infinitely diversified aggregate of modalities of 
extension. It is not in the spiritual universe^ since 
souls are only collections of modes without true 
unity. It is not in God^ since Spinoza's God is 
only undetermined substance, having neither un- 
derstanding, nor consciousness, nor will, nor any 
of the attributes of moral personality. It follows, 
that, from top to bottom, Spinozism is only a 
regular system of abstractions. 

For all this Leibnitz substituted realities. The 
type of reality is the human Ego^ essentially one 
and active. Unity and activity united constitute 
the monad. This is the last term in the analysis 
of all the components of the universe, and the 
harmonious total of monads is the universe itself. 
Leibnitz From this point, the problem of God's relation 
reaHtTto ^^ ^^ universe is entirely changed. Let us 
Spinoza's See, in fact, how Spinoza put the question: he 
placed himself in a position perfectly external 
to facts and observation ; and setting to work a 
priori^ he conceived on one side substance, pure 
and undetermined being ; on the other, precise de- 
terminations, say a particular figure or thought ; 
then he looked for the relation of these terms. 
But to put the question in this shape is to show 
that one has solved it by anticipation. For it is 
clear that substance, thus defined, cannot exist 



abstrac- 
tions. 
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without modes, and that modes, thus understood, 
cannot exist but in substance, and relatively to it. 
But the only result from this, is the one feet, that 
it has been a philosopher's good pleasure to sub- 
stitute a pre-conceived system for the true data 
of the question, that is, to feed himself upon his 
own chimeras. One sole real feet is enough to 
overthrow this scaffolding. For the system of 
Spinoza, being an arbitrary hypothesis, could only 
acquire a little authority, upon condition of ex- 
plaining all the fects, without exception. But to 
Spinozism, Leibnitz does not merely oppose one 
isolated feet; but the witness of consciousness, 
and the spectacle of all nature, where real and 
living, rather than nominal unities, actual beings 
rather than modes or collections of modes — mere 
vain phantoms of existence — are splendidly mani- 
fested. "It is," he says, "by these monads that 
Spinozism is destroyed. For there are as many 
true substances, and, so to say, living and sub- 
sisting mirrors of the universe or concentrated uni- 
verses, as there are monads — ^while, according to 
Spinoza, there is but one sole substance. He 
would be quite right, if there were no monads. 
In that case, all outside God would be evanescent, 
and dissipated into simple accidents or modifica- 
tions, since there would not be the basis for sub- 
stances in things, which consists in the existence 
of monads." ^ 

And, in feet, when a real universe, peopled '^^®.*^■ ^ 

' *^ *■ inission oi 

with real beings, is once admitted, God, who is a real uni- 
with us the ultimate reason of all existence, must t^^J^^^ 
be conceived as a creative power. For, in truth, admission 

of a crea- 
* Lettre a M* Bourguet. Erdnuuin, p. 720. tive power 
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the being vliidi God has deposited in eadi of 
His works, is not the being of a pure mode, bat 
that of an active and distinct reality. And an 
infinite activity, the parent of all other activities, 
is nothing else than a creadve activity, vvhich 
developes itself externally, and vi^hidi places be- 
yond the precinct of its own existence other 
existences really distinct from it, since they are 
themselves ridi in a thousand developments. We 
have no longer to do with the immanent cause of 
Spinoza, lodked up, and, as it were, buried in 
itself, but with a fertile cause, who is the Father 
of life, and the Creator. 
The dB- We must, then, either bid farewell to reality, 
^ to inhabit a region of phantoms, with Spinoza, or 
caiues, if we admit that man and nature are more than 
^xai^ ^ abstractions, we must further allow creative 
branche, power in God. The disdples of Malebranche, 
by the ui the name of the pnnaple or contmuous 
reality of creation, may maintain that there is an inonn- 

nature, as •i_-i- i ' i • r i. o 

suted by patibuity between the existence or the Supreme 
Leibnitz. Cause, and that of real and efficacious causes 
beneath it. Let us see how powerfully Leibnitz 
contends ^th die singular abuse of this otherwise 
excellent principle by Malebranche and his fol- 
lowers. 
Created « I ask if this will, or commandment, or Divine 
har^not l^^w, enforced previously, has given to things 
merely an nothing but an extrinsic denomination, or if it has 
denomina- deposited in them by creation some durable im- 
tion, but a pression — an inner law (lex imita) — unknown 
perhaps, by most of the creatures m which it is 
deposited, and from which, nevertheless, their 
actions and passions follow." 
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"It is not sufficient, then, to say that God, in if they 
creating things, decreed from the beginning that *»^ ^^ 
they should observe a certain law in flieir onward imita, crea- 
march, if we imagine His will so inefficacious that ^j^'V** 
they have not been durably affected by it And 
assuredly, it is opposed to the very notion of the 
Divine power and will, that God should will, and 
yet produce and change nothing by His will ; that 
He should be always acting, and never effecting ; 
and that He should finally leave no finished work 
or result (aTroriXerr^a). Certauuly, if nothing has 
been deposited in creatures by the Divine word. 
Let the earth bring forth — be fruitful and multiply ; 
if things remained after, as they were before this 
commandment ; as there must be some connexion, 
mediate or immediate, between the cause and the 
effect, it follows, that now nothing takes place 
conformably to the prescription of God, or that 
His command, efficadous only in the present, 
must be incessantly renewed in the future. But 
if, on the contrary, the law enacted by God, has 
impressed some trace of itself upon things, — ^if by 
His command they have been fitted to accomplish 
the will of Him who ordained them, — then we 
must grant that things possess in themselves a 
certain efficacy, form or force, such as I am used 
to understand by the name of nature, from whence 
the series of their phenomena follows, according 
to the prescript of the primitive commandment," ^ 
But if we deny, with Malebranche, this 
efficacy of second causes, we must go on to the 
end. We must deny both the Divine power and 
the reality of the universe. We must contradict 

1 De ipsa Natura, Dutetis, vol. ii., part ii., p. 49. 
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at once, reason and experience, and, as Leibtiitz 
powerfully says, introduce universal inertia and 
torpor. 
Latent " But if any partisan of this new-fangled 

^^J^**^ philosophy, which introduces inertia and torpcM-, 
denial by goes SO f^ as to require from the Deity efforts, 
J^^^^ which are incessantly renewed, thus taking away 
the itx from the Diyine commands all durable effects and 
efficacy for the future ... let him see to it how 
he can reconcile his system with the Divine 
majesty. He will not be able to extricate him- 
self, unless he can explain the following points : 
How, when things themselves are able to last for 
a time, the attributes of these things, or that 
which we comprehend under the name of nature^ 
cannot last equally ? Why, if the Divine^/ has 
left something after it (/.^., the thing itself which 
subsists), the same not less miraculous word of 
benediction (Be fruitful and multiply) might not 
just as well leave in things a certain fecundity and 
power of effort, capable of operating and produc- 
ing its acts, and whence action can result, unless 
it be impeded. To which may be added a con- 
sideration which I have already explained, and 
which has not, perhaps, been yet sufficiently 
penetrated by all, that the very substance of 
things consists in the power of action and 
passion; from which it follows, that nothing 
durable can be so much as produced, if no per- 
manent power can be impressed upon it by 
Divine efficacy* Thus it would follow, that no 
created substance, no soul, can rest numerically 
the same, that nothing finally is preserved by 
God, and consequently, that all things may be re- 
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duced to fugitive and evanescent modifications of 
one sole permanent Divine substance, and are 
nothing, if I may so say but shadows : and (what 
comes to the same thing) that nature itself is the 
substance of all things, is God; a detestable 
doctrine, lately brought in, or resuscitated, by a 
subtle but profane writer." 

Thus one of two results must follow: — Dikmma 

Either we must admit a nature, reduced tog'^P^J^^ 
shadows of existence, and then we must postulate nitz. 
the immanent substance of Spinoza to give them 
a factitious and abstract unity; 

Or^ we must admit a real nature, and thus be- 
lieve in God the Creator to explain its existence. 

Such is the alternative proposed by Leibnitz. E^pmmet 
Evidently experience is the only arbiter which can p^^^ t*^« , 

existence 01 

decide here; and in assuring us that we are nottheCre- 
shadows, she answers our appeal, and proclaims *^''- 
to us the ejdstence of God the Creator. 

When Leibnitz is asked to explain the how ofTheiaw of 
creation, he answers, as true philosophy should ^p^*"" 
ever answer such questions, by the distinct avowal hensibie. 
that the mystery is impenetrable, and by pursu- 
ing his researches upon problems, which no doubt 
are very difficult, but where reason does not ex- 
pend her efforts in vain. 

It is proved that God is the Creator of the why this 
universe; that is to say, that God is self-sufficing, ^er^th^n 
and that the universe, which is the work of His another, 
•will, has nothing necessary about it. But if so, 
why has God, who is thus self-sufficing, gone forth 
out of Himself? why has He called this contin- 
gent universe into existence, rather than any other 
possible universe ? 

The answer of Leibnitz is that of Plato: " Let 
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Plato's an. US State tfae cause which has led the Supreme 
'^"^' Ordaiuer to produce and to compose this universe. 
He was good, and He who is good has no kind 
of enyy. Exempt from enyy, He willed that all 
things should, as £30* as possible, be like Him. 
Whoever, instructed by wise men, shall admit 
this, as the principal reason of the origin and for- 
mation of the world, will be right.'* 

So speaks the author of the Timaus; and from 
the principle of the Divine goodness he deduces 
the consequence that the universe is not only very 
good, but the best possible. "He who is the 
Best could not, and cannot, produce anything 
which is not the iairest. He found that of all 
visible works nothing without mind could be 
more beautiful than that which is intelligent, and 
that in no created being could there be intelli- 
gence without soul. Consequently, the Orderer of 
all lodged intelligence in the soul, and the soul in 
the body, and so organised the universe that, by 
its very constitution, it was the most beautiful 
and perfect work."^ 
Moulded I uow close the Timosus to open the Essais de 
iki«J?«f Theodicee. I find the same spirit and doctrine 

theory of . j . i > c 

" the best mvcsted With a preaser rorm. 

Srarid" by "But this suprcme wisdom, Joined to a no less 

Leibniu. infinite goodness, could not fail to choose the 

' [A^w/Mv 9J) 9/ f^p ram, aUrUuf yhfef^w koX rh tov rhht 6 ^wurrhsy 
^w4<miff€v. d7adds rjv, dyoBtf 6i o^tMs xepl o6d&6s odHrore iyyiyperat 
<lShvW ra&rov 9 ixr^ Csnf rdrra 6 ri fidXurra yof^ddau i8mJMi$Ji 
rapairMjirui iavrtf' raCniP Sk y&itretoi jddU Kdaftov fuiXurr &p res 
dpx^v KupuardTTiP to/S Aj^pCav ^poplfiw dvoSex&fJLCPOi dpB&rara dxo- 
8^<HT* di' . . . B4fus 9k oSt* ^p oOt* icrri ry dpUrrif Spop SSXo rMfp 
rb Kd^yXwrop' Xoyurdfupos ^ eSpuFKep ix tQp Kxirk ^6ai» dpea-up 
o66hf MrfTOP roO poGp (txpvroi SKop SKom KdXXtoy (aeffSdi wot' fyyop, 
pwp 9' at xc^/^t ^^^' iJi€tfarop xapay€p4c9ai rtp, 9<d Sii t6p \oyi4ritjbp 
t6pS€ povp fih ip ^pvxSt ^hoA^ ^ ^ ffu/JMra |vyt<rrds rd ray ^vpertK' 
ratpero, Ihrtat S rt KdXKurrop etri jcard ^t^w iLpurrbv t€ igr)fO» 
Arctpyofffidpos, — Twunu^ 29, 30.] 



THE THEISM OF LEIBNITZ. 231 

best. For as a less evil is a sort of good, just so 
a less good is a sort of evil if it acts as an obsta- 
cle to a greater good; and there were somewhat 
to correct in the actions of God, if there were the 
means of doing better. And as in mathematics, 
so in the matter of perfect wisdom, which is no 
less exactly ruled than mathematics, if there were 
not the best (optimum) among all ppssible worlds, 
God would not have produced any. By the 
world I mean the whole series and collection of 
all existing things; so that it cannot be said that 
several worlds might exist in diflferent times and 
different places. For it would be necessary, 
according to my definition, to count them alto- 
gether as one world, or one universe, if you pre- 
fer the term. And when all times and places are 
filled up, it remains invariably true that they 
could have been filled up in an infinity of man- 
ners, and that there is an infinity of possible 
worlds, of which God must have chosen the best, 
since He does nothing without acting according 
to the highest reason."^ 

This is the optimism of Leibnitz in its funda- How was 
mental principles. So far, there is nothing to ^j^^^^^^^"^ 
distinguish it from the theory which Malebranche worthy of 
had also drawn from the Platonic tradition. Butp^^^^^ 
here the points of difference begin. Malebranche question- 
and Leibnitz have both come face to face with ^f Male- 
the following thorny question. How can this tranche, 
universe, which even on the supposition that it is substitutes 
the best possible is necessarily imperfect, have ^^^^^'^ 5^^^ 
been esteemed worthy of existence by an all-per-artain 
feet and self-sufficing Being ? Malebranche, who ^^^^l 

> -fijjafcf de Thkdkee, Part I. 8. verse. 
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would not admit a universe infinite in extension 
and duration, lest such a universe should not 
sufficiently bear the mark of its dependence, and 
lest an eternal work might seem able to dispense 
with a worker ; and who, on the other hand, was 
persuaded that the infinity of the Creator should 
be manifested in His creatures — ^was beguiled into 
a most extraordinary idea. He maintained that 
the incarnation of God in humanity was necessary 
to give this universe a value which rendered it 
preferable to every other, and worthy of the 
election of God. 

So precarious a system could not suit Leibnitz. 
It is not in his eyes the course of a true philo- 
sopher to bring in the intervention of theological 
dogmas in a metaphysical problem, and to attempt 
the illumination of difficulties presented to the 
speculative reason in one of the most impenetrable 
mysteries of the Christian religion. And the 
theology to which Malebranche has recourse is of 
a peculiar character, suspected by Bossuet, opposed 
by Amauld, and consequently destitute of correct- 
ness, the only advantage which it could possess, 
in reference to the subject on which it was em- 
ployed. 

Leibnitz disentangled the optimism of Male- 
branche from this unfortunate complication, and 
facing the question boldly, declared that an ii^Gnite 
universe alone could worthily manifest the Being, 
whose essence is infinite perfection. The only 
question is to come to an understanding upon this 
infinity of the universe. 
In what The universe may be infinite, without being the 
J!SIi^^M Infinite, that is to say the Perfect and Absolute 



THE THEISM OF LEIBNITZ. 233 

Being, who is necessarily per se^ and who is GoA infinite, 
The infinity of the universe cannot, therefore, be ^ Ldb"^ 
an absolute infinity. It can only be a relative mtx. 
infinity, an infinity of number, duration, and the 
like. The notion j3f the Infinite is peculiarly rich 
and complicated. Leibnitz, who has meditated 
upon it perhaps more than any other man, remarks 
that there are infinites of all sorts, that one infinite 
can be greater in a determined greatness than 
another infinite, or agzdn, that there are infinites 
infinitely greater or infinitely smaller than others.^ 

These principles being laid down, Leibnitz 
maintains that the universe is infinite in several 
manners. 

" It may be said that it is impossible to produce 
the best, because there is no perfect creature, and 
it is always possible to produce one who shall be 
more so. I answer that what may be said of one 
particular creature or substance, which can always 
be surpassed by another, ought not to be applied 
to the universe, which as stretching through all 
the future eternity, is an infinite. Moreover, 
there is an infinity of creatures in the least parcel 
of matter, by reason of the actual division which 
can be carried on ad irifinitum. And the infinite, 
i.e.j the aggregate of an infinite number of sub- 
stances, is not properly speaking a whole, any 
more than infinite number itself, of which no man 

1 [In one of his letters to Bourguet, which possess such especial 
▼alue, Leibnitz cites the following example — <'The sum of this series 
^ + i^ + i + i etc. ad infinitum^ is infinite and surpasses any assignable 
number ; but yet the sum of this other series i + } + i e*^* ^ infnitum, 
is infinitely greater than the preceding." — Erdmantft Edition, p. 74. — [It 
will be remembered that Descartes held the infinity of the universe, 
but when pressed with theological objections answered by a distinction 
between iufinite and indefimU^ reserving the former for God alone]. 
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can say whether it be odd or even. This serves 

to refute those who make a God of the world, or 

who conceive God as an anima mundi^ since the 

world or the universe cannot be considered as an 

animal or a substance."^ 

Leibnitzi It is oue of the most cherished principles of 

^te naS^j« Leibnitz, that everything in nature tends to infi- 

tends to nity. He incessantly returns to this thought with 

*" ^^^^' an inexhaustible fertility of new applications, and 

of original analogies and conjectures. 

" Each organic body of a living creature is a 
species of Divine machine, or natural automaton, 
which infinitely surpasses artificial automatons, 
because a machine made by man's art is not a 
machine in each of its parts. For instance the 
tooth of a brass wheel has parts or fragments 
which are no longer anything artificial. . . . But 
the machines of nature, that is living bodies, are 
machines in their minutest portions ad ir^nitum. 
This constitutes the difference between art and 
nature, that is to say, between the Divine art and 
our own.^ And the author of nature has been 
able to practise this Divine and infinitely marvel- 
lous workmanship, because each portion of matter 

1 Essau de Theodicee, Part 11^ p. 195. 

> [Bacon has stated another distinction between art and nature, 
beautiful in itself, more beautiful as an illustration of the diflerence be- 
tween the morality of mere habit which is natural, and the morality of 
rig^ht ends, which is the morality of Christian charity — <^ Statuarius, 
quando simulacrum aliquod sculpit aut incidit, illius solununodo 
partis figuram effingit, circa quam manus occupata est ... e contra 
vero natura, quando llorem molitur aut animal, rudimenta partium omnium 
simulparit d produdt, — De Augmeatisj lib. VII. c. III. cf. '* Natura valet in 
eodem tempore^ in eodem suijech multas partes, non solum diversas, sed etiam 
contrarias, tum congregare turn perficere, atque etiam consenrare . . . 
quasi vero una sit Natura, cujus liberalitate atque opulentii materia 
suppeditetur ; altera, cujus prudentia atque sedulitate alatur opus, atque 
provehatur ad finem suam I Ac non una eademque qus evocet, distri- 
buat, etc."— Jul C. Scaliger De Su6til, CLVII. 3, 4.] 
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is not only divisible ad ir^nitum^ as the ancients 
owned, but yet, further, actually sub-divided with- 
out end, each portion into parts of which every one 
has its own movement; otherwise, it would be 
impossible that each fraction of matter could ex- 
press the universe." 

" Hence we see that there is a world of crea- infinite 
tures, living things, animals, entekchiasj souls, iiij^,^^^ 
the least portion of matter. Each parcel of it of the mi- 
may be conceived as a garden fiill of plants and as ^U^f^h* 
a pond full of fishes. But each sprig of the plant, universe. 
each member of the animal, each drop of its 
humours is once more such a garden and such a 
pond. And though the soil and the air, inter- 
cepted between the plants of the garden, and the 
water intercepted between the fishes of the pond, 
be neither plant nor fish, yet they contain them 
again, though most frequently so minute as to be 
imperceptible to us. Thus tJiere is nothing dead 
or barren in the universe."^ 

The universe, according to Leibnitz, is infinite Leibnitz 
in two senses, first, by the infinite number of ^g^^y ^f 
forces which compose it, then by the infinite dura- theuni- 
tion of its development to come. But an un- 
limited future does not constitute a truly infinite 
duration. There are two eternities, says Leib- 
nitz, with his favourite schoolmen, one on the side 
of the past, a parte ante^ the other on the side of 
the future, a parte post. In other words, Leib- 
nitz here encounters one of the most delicate 
questions in metaphysics, to wit, whether the 
world is eternal, or whether it has had a beginning. 

1 Primdpia PkUoso^hia, Erdmann, p. 717 — comp. Frvuifes de la Nature 
a de lagrace^ I, 2, 3, seq. HwL p. 714. 
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Leibnitz has nerer, I think, disf^yed a higher 
sagacity. This bold and strong intellect recoils 
before the terrible difficulties widi m^hich the pro- 
Mem of the eternity of the worid bristles. He 
applies to it his subtlest and profbundest analysis. 
He discovers and discusses all the altematiyes, find- 
ing mathematical symbols to express them which 
are as clear as they are ingenious. But in spite 
of ail this, whether by bringing out the prodigious 
difficulty of the problem, or in asking more time, 
because, as he says, he has not yet reacted upon 
it enough (and note that he had been reflecting 
upon it all his life, since he writes thus in 17 15), 
Leibnitz, he reiraius from coming to a definite conclusion, 
with much uQt howcver without leaving it to be gathered that 

hesitation, ,.,. ,, ^ .o 

incUnes to he mclines • to the theory of a umverse, without 
utw^fn beginning or end— the eternal manifestation of an 
a certain etemal God. It is certainly worth while to stop 
•«Me eter- £^j. ^ f^^ momeuts, and to gaze upon the perplexi- 
ties of this gigantic genius, as he wrestles with one 
of the profoundest mysteries of the Theodkea. 

A correspondent of Leibnitz, who was a par- 
tisan of the system which gives a beginning to 
the universe, rests upon the argument, that we 
must, in point of duration, rest upon a first fun- 
damental instant, as, in point of numbers, we 
must end with the unit. Leibnitz, after having 
shown the weakness of this proof, continues in 
language,^ in which, if I understand him aright, 
he distinguishes three possible solutions of the 

> Ijettres a Bourntet. Erdmann, p. 733. See also another letter to 
Bourguet,. where Leibnitz expresses himself thus : << I should like to 
know how it can be demonstrated that every succession necessarily 
implies a commencement/* p. 720. [T have omitted a few sentences 
from this letter of Leibnitz, as sufficiently explained by M. Saisset's 
commentary.] 
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problem of the origin of the world, as to 
duration. 

I. The most familiar to the imagination has arhxee jxw 
triangle C for its symbol. Thus — 




sible solu- 
tions, ex- 
pressed by 
mathe- 
matical 
symbols. 
I. A trian- 
gle. 



Let us suppose a beginning to the world. It 
starts from the point C, and developing itself 
with unceasing regularity, it is represented from 
age to age by the increasing triangles, C, a^ b^ 
C, y, y; C,a\b\ 

2. A second solution has for its symbol a Hy-i.Ahyper- 
perbole, B. 



bole. 




Conceive the points ^, 0'^ o'\ o"\ as repre- 
senting successive states of the universe. On 
this hypothesis, as it is plain that each of the 
branches of the curve will not meet its asymptote 
again but in infinity, it follows that the universe^ 
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3. A rec- 
tangle. 



at any given moment, has behind it a limitless 
past, and before it an endless fiiture, and growing 
towards perfection. One point, common to 
these two solutions, is the indefinite perfectibility 
of the universe, rendered sensible by the increase 
of the angles C, a^ b; C, y, 1/ ; C, a^ h"^ and 
of the ordinates m, 0, nf, J, m\ 0. 

3. The last hypothesis is that of a stationary, 
though perpetually changing universe. It is 
noted by a rectangle, A. The lines x^ y, z re- 
present the successive states of the world, which 
incessantly advances in time, and varies in forms, 
but always preserves an equal sum of perfection. 




This third system, according to Leibnitz, ex- 
cludes the supposition of the absolute commence- 
ment of the universe, and implies its eternity. 

Of these three alternatives, no one is expressly 

adopted by Leibnitz. Whether from prudence, 

or sincere hesitation, when pressed by Bourguet, 

he answers: "I do not yet see any means oJF 

making it demonstratively evident which is pre* 

ferable on grounds of pure reason." ^ 

Ldbnftz When fmther urged, Leibnitz allows his pre- 

i^andl *M f^^ce to be guessed, for one or other of the 

most in two last hypotheses, that is to say, in either case, 

wSltir for a universe without begmning or end. In 

philosophy. i ^^^^^ ^ Bmtrput, p. 733. Erdmaim. C£l, p. 743. 
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fact, this system is in accordance with his principle, 
that all in nature tends to infinity; it furdier 
agrees with his views upon the nature of time 
and of eternity, two notions, which are perfectly 
distinct, and which the Newtonians, in Ids eyes, 
were guilty of the serious error of confounding. 

"It is quite true," he writes to Bomguet, 
"that the notion of eternity in God is quite 
different from that of time, for // consists in 
necessity, and that of time in contingency. But 
it does not follow (if no other way of answering 
can be found) that contingency has a begin- 
ning." 

In fact, Leibnitz (like Plato before him) power- 
fiilly distinguishes the immoveable eternity, which onivenie 
belongs to God alone, from its moveable image, ^"*****' 
time, which is the attribute of finite things.^ etei4i <» 
Granting that the duration of the universe no^ 
more had a conunencement than it will have an 
end, it would not follow, strictly speaking, that 
the universe was eternal as God.' God does not 
endure. He is — and this is eternity. The uni- 
verse changes incessantly, aspiring, so to say, 
after absolute existence, without ever attaining it, 
and this is time. 



I [The passage r efeireJ to is this, ^ pjh oO^ roO f c&ov ^dvit Myxfurtv 
obtFO, aitinwK. KoX Toirro, fthf 8^ tQ ytwr^Q rarreXiiyt vpoadirrtv odx ^ 
dvporS^, €Uta i* irwoei Kunfrw ruu alQwot toi^cu, koL duucoafjua^ dfui 
odptvitf Tocei /Jbipc9Tos edumn iv hi jcar dpt$/ju^ Imkraw aJUbwuim eUcdmiy 
rwTntf 6w Hi xP^"^ ^InfOfuuca/iep. ** Its nature, therefore, vras eternaL 
And it was impossible to fit this eternity to that vvhith vras eenerated. 
Wherefore He resolves to make a certain moveable image of eternity, 
and while ordering the heaven, creates an eternal image, moving 
numetically, of the eternity which abides in unity, wliich [image] we 
call time.** — limau, c xxxviii.] 

> [So St. Angnstine says of the angels. <' Nee si stmfer fiienmt, 
idei ' Creatori co-teUnd iwU.* " 



I 
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We most interpret, in this sense, the follo^King 
rather enigmatical passages of Leibnitz : ^^ As 
ibr the hypothesis dE the Hyperbole, neither does 
it follow that that which has no beginning is 
necessarily existent; for it might always haTe 
been Tofamtarily prodoced by the Sovereign 
Being." ^ 

And in another letter to Boorguet: ^^Even 
supposing the rectangle to be true, there would 
be no producticxis of wisdom co-etenial with her. 
For her producticxis always change. A necessary 
production cannot be sul^ect to change." ^ 

The more I meditate upon these passages, the 
more evident it is to me diat Leibnitz indines to 
a world infinite in duraticm, as well as in the 
number and variety of its beings. But, like a 
true philosopher, he is resolved to a£5rm nothing 
which he is not in a position to demonstrate, and 
consequently, refuses to decide. He avoids a 
conclusive answer, and gives his over-curious 
correspondent a lesson in philosophical discretion. 

" I beg you. Sir, to reflect how you can reduce 
your reasonings above to a proper form ; for I do 
not yet see the means. Without that, there will 
always be remarks and replies to make, without 

> Ldiret a Bomrgiut, p. 734. Erdmann. 

* It is poasibly in tlie same sense, that St. Angustine, agitating 
the problem of the origin of the woild, and not less straclc than 
Ldbnitx with the difficmtr of choosing between the contrary alter- 
natiyes, expresses himself thns in a chapter, where he, too, seems to 
incline to a world of an infinite duration. *^God always had His 
creatures obeying His dominion. He was before His creation, though 
at no time without it, as preceding it not by a shifting interval of 
time, but by a fixed and abiding perpetuity. [Quapropter si Deos 
semper dominus fuit, semper habuit creaturam suo dominatui senrlen- 
tern .... erat qulppe ante illam, quamvis nullo tempore sine iili ; 
non eam tfatio iratucurrenUj sed mmaite perpetmtaU praecedens." — De 
Civit, Dfi, Lib. xii., c. xt.] 



THE THEISM OF LEIBNITZ. 241 

one's being able to know if one has really ad- 
vanced or not." ^ 

These views upon the universe, conceived as objections 
infinite in all kinds of infinity compatible with its *° ?J*®. 

f* 1 1 T •! • • Leibnit- 

imperrect nature, complete the Leibnitian system lan theory 
of optimism. But it still remains to resolve the ^^^^^ *""._ 
difficulties which rise upon all quarters. These verse, 
are of three kinds — 

Some are drawn from the Divine liberty. 

Others from human liberty. 

Others, again, from the existence of evil. 

I. Let us see the substance of the first ob-**.^*^ 

objection 
jeCtlOn. drawn 

If God, as is affirmed, has created the world [j^^^^^ 
from His goodness, it follows that He could not God. 
help creating it, for He cannot but be good, ^reat^ 
Further, if goodness and wisdom — ^those necessary the best 
attributes of God — ^have determined Him, not diverse 
only to create, but to create the best universe, ^^^ ^ij- 

'' 111111 • dom and 

we must conclude that all other universes were goodness, 
practically impossible, and consequently, that the ^^ °**?®" 
created universe is the necessary product of a possible, 
God without liberty. *"^ '^ ^^ 

"'../*» . necessary. 

Leibnitz resolves this difficulty by the distinc- Answered 
tion, at once clear and profound, between two by the 

1 • 1 r • rr«i_ • ./ ^'7 distinction 

kmds or necessity. There is mathematical neces- between 
sity, which is immediate and absolute, excluding »^'^«»*^''f^ 
all possibihty or the contrary, and consequently, necessity, 
all choice and all liberty. There is, again, moral 
necessity, which is conditional and relative, and 
which, admitting, and even implying, the possi- 
bility of the contrary, admits and implies choice 
and liberty. Undoubtedly, God can do no evil ; 

» Lettres a Bourguet. Erdmann. P. 743. 

Q 
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and, in this sense, He is not free after the fashion 
of men. All that He does is necessary, being 
necessarily the best. But such a necessity, porely 
moral as it is, and founded upon reason and good- 
ness, is reconciled, in the all-perfect Being, with 
the purest liberty, and constitutes the ideal of the 
all-wise, or of the Holy of holies, the perfect 
model to which our imperfect liberty should 
always tend, without ever touching it. 

He says, " The true and most perfect liberty is 
to be able to use free-will best, and to exercise 
that power without bemg turned away, either by 
external force or by inward passions, of which 
the former constitutes the slavery of the body, 
True u- while the latter constitute the slavery of the soul. 
^mgto There is nothing less servile than to be always led 
Leibnitz, to good, and that by one's own inclination, with- 
out constraint and without displeasure.^ And 
it is a mere sophism to object that God had 
need of external things. He created them freely; 
but having proposed to Himself an end, which is 
to exercise His goodness, wisdom determined Him 
to choose the means which were most appropri- 
ate to obtain that end. To call this need is to 
take the term in an unusual sense, which puri- 
fies it from all imperfection, almost as we do 
when we speak of the wrath of God. 

"Seneca somewhere says that God has com- 

> [<< A oominon mistake, which learned men have been guilty of, 
oonfoanding this faculty of free-nviU with liberty as it is in a state of 
pure perfection. For what is more common than in writings both 
ancient and modem, to find men creaking and boasting of the ij^vctdi 
Tw &irnK€ifUinav, the liberty of contrariety, — i. e^ to good or evil — as 
if this was really a liberty of perfection, to be in an indifferent equili« 
brious state to do good or evil moral." — CudtvortJkj Treatise of JFree-miliy 
p. 63.J 



THE THEISM OF LEIBNITZ. 243 

manded but once, but that He always obeys, be- Moral or 
cause He obeys the laws which He Himself has^'^^P'*'; 

sense 01 

willed to prescribe — Seniel jussit^ semper paret, necessity. 
But he might much better have said that God 
always commands, and is always obeyed ; for, in 
willing. He always follows the bent of His own 
nature, and all things always follow His will. 
And as this will is ever the same, it is not correct 
to say that He only obeys that will which He 
formerly had. Still, though His will is always 
unfailing, and always tends to that which is best, 
the evil, or the lesser good, which He rejects, 
does not fail to be possible in itself; otherwise the 
necessity of good would be geometrical (so to 
say) or metaphysical, and perfectly absolute ; the 
contingency of things would be nullified, and 
there would be no choice. But this kind of ne- 
cessity, which does not destroy the possibility of 
its contrary, has only its name by analogy. Ir 
becomes effective, not by the mere essence of 
things, but by that which is outside and above 
them, namely by the will of God. This neces- 
sity is called nuoral^ because, with the wise, neces- 
sary and right are equivalent things; and when it 
always has its effect, as it truly has, in the per- 
fectly wise One who is God, we may say that it 
is a blessed necessity. The more creatures ap- 
proach to this, the nearer they come to perfect 
felicity. Thus, this kind of necessity is not that 
which we seek to avoid, and which annihilates 
morality, recompense, and desert; for what it in* 
volves does not happen do and will as we may, 
but because we will it well. And a will to which 
it is natural to choose well deserves to be praised 
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the more ; ^ and it carries its recompense with it, 
which is supreme blessedness. And as this con- 
stitution of the Divine nature gives an infinite 
satisfaction to Him who possesses it, it is also 
the best and most desirable for creatures who de- 
pend altogether upon God. If the will of God 
had not as its rule this principle of the best, it 
would tend to evil, or it would be in some sort 
indifferent to good and evil, and guided by 
chance. But a will which gave itself up to 
chance would scarcely be better for the govern- 
ment of the universe than the fortuitous con- 
course of corpuscles, without any Divinity. 
And let us even suppose that God abandoned 
Himself to chance, only in some cases and in 
some sort, as He would do if He did not always 
move on to the best, and if He were capa- 
ble of preferring a less to a greater good — ^that 
is to say, an evil to a good — since that which 
hinders a greater good is an evil. In this case 
He would be imperfect, as well as the object of 
His choice. He would not win our entire confi- 
dence. He would act in such a case without 
reason, and the government of the universe would 
be like a game between reason and fortune. And 



1 [As the Bishop of Killaloe observes, <* The Greek language marks 
very happily the distinction between the kind of approbation which 
we give to excellence which is not the consequence of an act of the 
will choosing the right under the pressure of motives to the con- 
trary, and that which we give to the virtue of beings in a state 
of trial." Aristotle states in the Rhetoric that praise and virtue are 
correlative (I. v. 17). dk9j\oVy he says again, &n tQv dpUrrcjp, o6k (utim 
i IT a IV OS dXXA fietj^dv ti koX piXriop . . . rods re 7 A/) Beo^s 
fji,aKapii^ofi€v.—^(£thic, Nicom, I. 12.) See Fitzgerald's Btdler^t 
A/uthgy^ p. 78. Even in human virtue. Bacon praises the ancients *^ in 
discriminatione virtutis cum reluctatione, et virtutis jam securitatem 
nactae et confirmatae.">^Z)f Augmentit Scient., lib. vii. c. i.] 
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all this lets us see that the objection which is 
made against the choice of the best perverts the 
notions of freedom and of necessity, and even re- 
presents the best itself as bad; which is either 
wicked or ridiculous."^ 

The opponents of optimism, wishing to estab- Theory of 
lish that God acts with choice and intelligence, i°fi?»t«, 
but to remove at any cost the choice of the best, possible 
object that there is no best^ and that we must re- !i'^>ve"««' 
present the possible universe as a chain without sition to 
beginning or end, each link of which represents a ^'Pti"**^'"- 
sum of limited perfections, having above it a 
greater sum, all infinitely fiir from perfection, and 
on this score equally incapable of expressing it, 
but all, too, infinitely removed from nothing, and 
on this score equally worthy of the choice of 
God.2 

Leibnitz appears to me to succeed both in de- objections 
stroying this theory and in defending his own. JT^^on" 
He sets himself to prove, in the first place, that the fact of 
it does not follow, from the fact of all the uni- ^i^ theory 
verse being one creation, that we should conceive ^^^ i^ 
it as a finite thing. A universe, indeed, is not postibUxLi- 
an individual, but an infinite total of beings, des- ^^*?^ " 
tined to an unlimited development.^ "But," iUidy]>ossibu 
will be said, "an infinite universe must contain **^^- 
all possible worlds, as an infinite series contains 
all numbers." "I cannot grant it," answers 
Leibnitz; "the series of square numbers is infi- 
nite, and yet it does not comprise all possible 
numbers."* The point is further pressed. It is 

* Essais dc TheocHcee^ abrege de la controverse^ \^c. 

« F^neion — Refutation du Syttenu du Pere MalebrancJu. 

8 Essais de Theoaicee, Part U. X95. 

^ Lettres a Bourguet^ p. 719. 



246 FIFTH TREATISE. 

urged: "Admit, that in all possible worlds 
united we shall have a total universe greater than 
any of its component universes, and beyond this 
universe there would be no other — ^it would not 
be the best^ it would be the only one^ 
Answered To these Subtle arguments Leibnitz opposes a 
^jX ^^ . new and very ingenious distinction, that between 

distinction -1 1 ?> ' 1 1 1 1 • 1 // 

between " possibles, absolutely speakmg, and " compos su 

iinT"OTm-^^^'^-" ^^ ^^"^' indeed, easily conceive beings in 
possibles." themselvQS excellent and possible, but which are 
excluded. For instance, a universe, where every 
good action would be immediately rewarded, and 
every bad action punished, is possible in itself; 
but it is not compatible with a imiverse where 
virtue is submitted to the law of probation. These 
two universes are possible; but, as Leibnitz says, 
they are not compossible. Therefore, the hypo- 
thesis of the junction of all possible universes in 
one is absurd. 

Finally, says Leibnitz, passing from the defen- 
sive to the attack, " Were this opinion of an infi- 
nite chain of possible universes true, it would 
follow that God had never produced any, for He 
is incapable of acting without reason, 'and this 
would be even to act against reason. It is just 
as if we were to imagine that God had deter- 
mined to make a material sphere, without there 
being any reason for making it of such a size. 
This purpose would be useless; it would have in 
it that which would hinder the eiFect. It would 
be another thing if God determined to draw from 
a given point a right line to another given right 
line, without there being any determination of 
the angle, either in the degree or in its circum- 
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stances. For, in this case, the determination 
would come from the nature of the thing, the 
line would be perpendicular, and the angle a 
right angle, since that is the only thing which is 
determined. . . . Thus must we conceive the 
creation of the best of all possible universes, and 
so much the more as God not only decrees to 
create a universe, but the best of all; for He 
does not decree without knowledge, and He 
makes no detached decrees."^ 

2. From the divine, Leibnitz passes to the human 2. second 
liberty, and on this new battle-field of controversy obJect»on» 
he appears less happy in elucidating difficulties, from hu- 
Here is the chief objection put to him by Bayle. ^a° ^^er- 

You assert that God has chosen the universe, Bayie. 
which actually exists, as the best among all possi- 
ble worlds; that is to say, as that which includes 
the largest sum of good combined with the 
smallest sum of evil. This implies that He has 
infallibly foreseen and sovereignly ordained all in 
view of this end, and if all, then emphatically 
the actions of men, like everything else. These 
actions, then, are predetermined, and therefore 
necessary; consequently, they are not free. 

Leibnitz only answers by appealing to his dis- Leibnitz 
tinction between two sorts of necessity — ^the 0116^?^^^.^^^ 
immediate and absolute, the other relative, condi- aistincUon 
tional, and purely moral. I admit, he says, that ^*X^"and 
the actions of men, being included in the plan oi relative 
"the best," are predetermined, and upon this "®^'***^* 
ground morally necessary; but, considered in 
themselves, they are contingent and dependent 
upon the free will of men. True, God foresees 

1 Etiou de TheodUU, Part II. 196. 
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than, with all their consequences, but He fbresees 
them in their cause. Remove this cause — remove 
man's free-will, and the motives which incline it 
— ^and the Divine prevision has no longer any 
foundation : — 

"Thus the predetermination of events by 
causes is just that which contributes to morality 
instead of destroying it, and causes incline the 
will without necessitating it. This is why the 
determination here spoken of is not a necessitation. 
To Him who knows all, it is certain that the 
effect will follow this inclination. But this effect 
does not follow by a necessary consequence, that 
is to say, one the contrary of which implies a con- 
tradiction ; and it is by such an internal inclination 
that the will is determined, without there being 
necessity." ^ 
Uiuatisfac- I should uot Understand, I confess, how Leib- 
J^rterof iiJtz could possibly have contented himself with 
*f*i*^tr*^ this answer, if T did not remember his peculiar 
nitz, iris- views upon human liberty. In the midst of his 
ing from meditations upon this problem, and among all the 

1118 ui£ory .. 1*11 It* 

that the controversies m which he was engaged, his great 
1*"^^^°° object and constant purpose was to wage war 
csJses, the agaiust the system of the liberty of indifference. 
IVfL^ To admit a J'bertv which acts without motives 

ttie nim ^ ^ 

ofinciina- was, in his eych, to surrender both the human 
^***°*' and the Divine will to chance. It was to attack 
the great principle of the sufficient reason, the 
foundation of metaphysics. Leibnitz battles 
vigorously with the partisans of indifferen«e; 
but upon this slippery soil of the problem of 
liberty, he falls against a stumbling-block from 

1 Essais de Theoaicee. Abr^g^ de la controverse. Erdmann, p. 6z6. 
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which, I think, even the largest genius cannot 
preserve human weakness. To avoid one extreme, 
he flings himself into the contrary extreme. He 
is not satisfied with maintaining that every free 
action implies motives, and that every motive 
exercises a moral influence upon the will. He 
asserts that motives actually determine the will, 
so that the final action is only the result of the 
sum of inclinations. According to him, every one 
of the almost innumerable motives which are, 
every instant, soliciting the human will, answers 
to a good which has some attraction for it. But, 
as these motives are opposite, and lead us towards 
different goods, a struggle takes place, and from 
hence arise the irresolutions and inner combats of 
the will ; but, after a longer or shorter indecision, 
the conflict ceases, and the will is always deter- 
mined by that which seems to it' the greater 
good. 

Such is the precarious theory which Leibnitz 
constantly opposes to Locke, who had supported 
the contrary theory with great power of judgment 
and of observation.^ In vain is he opposed by 

* [** The greatest positive good determines not the ivill but uneasiness, ... It 
seems so established a maxim that the greater good determines the will, 
that I do not at all wonder that when T first published my thoughts on 
this subject, I took it for granted. But yet, upon a stricter inquiry, 
I am forced to conclude that good, the greater good, though appre- 
hended and acknowledged to be so, does not determine the will, until 
our desire, raised proportionally to it, makes us uneasy in the want of 
it." Locke adduces the instances of a man, convinced that plenty is 
better than penury, yet whose will does not determine him to any 
action towards bettering his position ; and of a man, persuaded of the 
excellence of righteousness, yet whose will does not lead him to any 
course of right action, until he feeb an uneasiness in the want of holi- 
ness. He also points to the drunkard, persuaded of the results of his 
indulgences, but driven " by uneasiness to miss his accustomed delight." 
*' And thus he is, from time to time, in the state of that unhappy com- 
plainer, video meliora proboque.** Locke gives the rationale of this 
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common saue, and hj those lines of the h^eni- 
oiu poet who has made himself its inteqxreter : — 



^ VUeo mdion proboqor^ 
Deterioia teqiior. 



w 



Ldbnitz, however, does not yield,^ and confound- 
ing under the name of Good two things whidi are 
radically distinct — natural and moral good — main- 
tains his doctrine, and confines himself to dismiss- 
ing Locke and common sense, politely enough 

" There is," he says to his interiocutor, " scMne- 

thing fine and solid in these considerations. Stilly 

I I should not like it to be believed that we must 

give up the old axiom,^ that the will follows the 

Leibnite greatest good." 

ttw^ the Once impelled down this descent, Leibnitz does 
oieot^^ not stop. After having repelled conmion saise, 
he goes so far as to dispute the testimony of con- 



•ClOUMieM 

dependence sciousuess. '' There is no force," he says, ^^ in 
arttofu ^^ reason alleged by Descartes, to prove the 
independence of our free actions by a pretended 
lively internal sentiment. We cannot, properly 
speaking, feel our own independence, and we do 
not always perceive the often imperceptible causes 
on which our resolution depends. It is as if the 
needle should take pleasure in turning to the 
North ; for it would suppose that it turned inde- 
pendently of any other cause, not perceiving the 
insensible motions of the magnetic matter."* 
Leibnitz delights in insisting upon the secret 

because the removal of uneasiness is the first step to happiness, because 
uneasiness alone is present, because all who allow the joys of h&tven 
possible, pursue them not, but any great uneasiness is never neglected. 
Desire accompanies all uneasiness, and the most pressing uneasiness 
naturally determines the will. — Essay, Book II., ch. XXL, 29-40.] 

^ Nowoeaux Essais sur V entendement Humtun, Lib. II., c. XXI. 

' Nouveaux Essais^ I.) I. * Essais de Theodicecy Part I., 50. 



cacm. 
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influence of confiised inclinations, most frequently lUustration 
unknown to the soul which allows itself to be led Suena^f 
by them. He ingeniously compares them to the confused 
thousand undistinguishable sounds made by the J^ons upon 
least surges on the sea-shore, each of which does the wiU. 
not fail to take up its own part in producing the 
majestic sound of the ocean.^ 

Leibnitz also displays a rare fineness of analysis, CogHathnes 
when, to explain the little real eflPect produced 
upon our voluntary determinations by the great 
objects of reason — God, virtue, happiness, — ^he 
describes those thoughts which he calls deaf (or 
blind), that is, void of perception and sentiment, 
which are like algebraical symbols and cannot 
touch us, because we want something living to 
produce emotion.^ All this is touched with a 

> Prindpet de la Nature et dela grace, 8. 

« [Nouveaux Essais, IJv. II,, c. XXI. (Cf., " Plenimque, przsertim 
in analysi longiore, non totam simul natunun rei intuemur, sed rerum 
Jooo signis utimur, quoram explicationem in pracsenti aliqua a>gitatione 
compendii causi solemus praetermittere, scientes aut credentes nos earn 
habere in potestate . . . quaiem cogitationem ccecam, vel etiam sym- 
bolicam appellare soleo, qua et in Algebra, et in Arithmetica utimur, 
imo fer^ ubique.") — Mectitationes de Cognitione, f^eritate, et Idas, This 
observation, carried further in a different direction, leads to some of the 
most important laws connected with the use of kinguage. In complex 
words we do not contemplate the whole, or even a large portion of 
their meaning. We use them as letters in Algebra or figures in Arith- 
metic ; they are, as Leibnitz says, cegitationes cmcse or symSoliue, Hence 
terms lose a portion of their meaning in different generations. The 
remedj to this perpetual waste of meaning (as Mr. Mill profoundly 
remarks) is with some men a livefy imagination, with others premcation. 
That things appear larger, and are more aftecting, when they are arti- 
culated into their parts, is one of the most obvious principles of 
rhetoric and poetry (duupo^fuva Bi els rd fiipri rd a^d fjuelj^u <f>alp€Tai 
K. T. X., Arist, Rhetor,, I., c VII., 31.) In the case of predication, the 
predicates are sometimes as ceeca as the subject of which they are pre- 
dicated. Hence mechanically held propositions, traditionary maxims, 
lifeless dogmas. A particular portion of the thought contained in a 
complex term, hAes and becomes pale at certain times, and if the term 
be very complex, perhaps to generations. But as long as the formula 
survives, it is only faint, not obliterated. It is like a palimpsest, under 
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spirit of subtle and delicate observation, and may 
be true of a thousand actions which are done 
from circumstances, by habit, in a word, without 
Danger of reflection.^ But if you go so far as to assert that, 
♦u^^i!!5 ill the cool recollection of serious deliberation I 
of con- nave no right to trust unreservedly to the witness 
wriousness. ^f ^^ inward sense ; that while I feel myself free, 
certissinid scientid et clamante conscientid^ it is pos- 
sible that I am fatally led on by circumstances, I 
say that you give a shock to all certainty. I say 
that you come back to the paradox of Malebranche, 
so often opposed by you, that we have nothing 
from the soul but a confused perception, and that 
we must believe nothing but pure ideas. I say 
that you teach to the same effect as Spinoza, with 
whom free-will is a deceptive sentiment, a natural 
prejudice of the imagination, which vanishes before 
the pure reason. 
The hypo- How are we to account for such an extreme 

thesisofthe • • • • ^ r»i v ^ t -l i* 

" pre-esto- position lu SO eminent a philosopher r 1 believe 
biishedhar- that the explanation is to be found in his hypo- 
the weak* thesis of the pre-established harmony, a lagging 
L^ib*!"^*^^^^^ unfortunate conception, which, far from being 

system. 

whose legible lines there is concealed an actually illegible, but potentially 
legible, reading. It would be a strange way of correcting the palimpsest 
to bum it, or throw it into the fire. The hidden reading only waits 
the touch of certain chemical ingredients. Just so, while the formula 
remains, the meaning may be re-read at any time, given the necessary 
moral and intellectual conditions. Hence ^' the oscillation in spiritual 
truths," whose meaning is almost always in process of being lost or re- 
covered. These laws of language contain, I think, an apology for the 
use of creeds and formularies ; and they throw a flood of light upon the 
history of theological movements. The chapter in Mr. Mill's Logic, 
from which much of this note is taken, is a profound commentary 
(apparently unintentionally) upon the caca co^tationes of Leibnitz. — 
MUVs Logic, Book IV., chapter iv, " Evil consequences of casting off 
any portion of the customary connotation of words," pp. 259-268.J 
I [This class of actions has been called semi-vduntanf,\ 
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a natural development of the theory of monads, is 
rather, I think, an illogical prolongation of it. 

While Leibnitz was only occupied with dis- Leibnitz 
covering^ the weak side of the metaphysics of^*??°^, 
Descartes, and fixing accurately the notion of conceive 
substance, he remained faithful to the solid and*^®??'^'^ 

. . ... *8 solitary. 

pregnant principle that activity is the essence of 
every being. Hence his conception of the uni- 
verse as a system of forces, graduated according 
to their perfection. At this crisis of his philoso- 
phical development, Leibnitz was very for from 
considering the monad as a solitary existence, 
drawing sJl from itself, and incapable of acting 
externally to itself Nothing indeed can be less 
natural than such an idea ; nothing less in analogy 
with this visible world ; nothing, above all, more 
contrary to the testimony of consciousness, which 
makes us feel our own force in conflict with the 
powers which limit it, alternately or at once active 
and passive, modifying the medium in which it is 
developed, and modified by it. 

I apprehend that Leibnitz was led to overlook The union 
so many striking facts, by the difficulties inherent ^ith^he" 
in the union of the soul and body, and generally ^^i .was 
in the mode of intercommunication between sub- cdty wiiich 
stances. After having related how he arrived at^!.^***"*.*® 
the idea of monadology, he observes, "I believed tion.^"" 
that I was now in port, but when I set myself 
to meditate upon the union of the soul with the 
body, I was at sea again."^ 

The impossibility then of understanding the 
action of one force upon another force is the diffi- 

^ Sysieme nmtveau de la nature et de la communuation det substances, in the 
collection of Desmaizeaux, torn. i. 
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culty of Ldbnitz. Thus he was led to concOTe 
(first, as a captivating hypothesis; then as a neces- 
sary result of the nature of things) a system of 
forces developing themselves in a solitary way — 
^^ having no windows outwards/' as he says, with 
his own expressive familiarity^ — ^acting eadi on its 
own account, and yet all acting together with per- 
fect harmony, because they have been constructed 
for one another by an Almighty Geometer, who 
. incessantly puts and resolves the following pro- 
blem, ^^ Given the actual state of a monad, to 
deduce from it the past, present, and fiiture state 
of all the monads in the universe." 
Thfatheory In this system every being is developed — ^to use 
uttonc^ the language of Leibnitz* — as a mathematical 
nuHuub curve, in which the points of inflexion and repulsion 
f^'^.are calculated before, and result from its defini- 
tion that tion. From whence it follows that all beings are 
J^ uT*° really machines, and that the only difference which 
«oit of »pi- separates them is that they feel more or less the 
maton. spoutaueous and fatal force which is in them. 
None of them, however, has consciousness per- 
fectly ; this is the privilege of God alone. Leib- 
nitz boldly accepts this conclusion, and that there 
may be no mistake he says in so many words : 
" All in man, as everywhere else in the universe, 
is certain and pre-determined, and the human soul 
is a kind of spiritual automaton^'' ^ 
Refiitation \ c^n no louffer be surprised that the polemic of 

of Leibnitz ^ -i • • Tk i • i i • r 

on free- Leibuitz against Bayle is weak on the point ot 
^^"- free-will. The distinction between absolute and 

> Prindpe* de la nature et de la graee^ 7. 

* Lettre a Batnagty Erdmaim, p. 153. 

* EttMs dt TheMiceey part ii., 51. 
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moral necessity, applied to the will of God, is as 
satisfactory, as it is fiivolous when transferred to 
man. There is nothing disquieting in the moral 
necessity of the Divine acts, since, in Him who is 
all-wise and all-good, liberty must be conceived as 
pure from all the imperfections of our free-will, and 
compatible with absolute impeccability; but, in 
man, this moral necessity is denied by the inward 
consciousness, and elsewhere Leibnitz does not 
hold to it himself. For to maintain, as he does, 
that the inclinations determine the will ; to abuse 
the principle of the sufficient reason so far as to 
assert that the actual state of a soul is a result of 
its anterior state ; to refuse the testimony of con- 
sciousness on the plea that we are ignorant of all 
which passes within us ; to compare the soul to 
a magnetic needle, nay to call it roundly a spiri- 
tual automaton^ may be described as follows : It 
is to add an ill-concealed physical to an admitted 
moral necessity. It is to substitute the artificial 
combinations of a system for the nature of things, 
as displayed to us by experience. It is, in short, 
to give the rein to that spirit of abstract and geo- 
metrical speculation, the evil genius of modem 
philosophy, which has imduly influenced Descartes 
and utterly misled Spinoza. 

3. Leibnitz regains his advantage over Bayle in j.Thirdob- 
the last part of the discussion, upon the origin of {^*^".^° 
evil. The bold and ingenious mind of Male-nitian 
branche had already opened the way to optimism, ^^^n^^^ 
But he had not grasped the problem of evil in its world, from 
fiill extent, and to resolve it he had availed himself ^^^"'^^ 
exclusively and excessively of the necessary sim- 
plicity of the Divine ways. Leibnitz has two 
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great advantages over his predecessors: he ex- 
hausts all form of evils, and explains them upon 
more extensive principles. 
Three cate- "We may," he says, "take evil metaphysically^ 
^\\T ^ physically^ and morally. Metaphysical evil consists 
in simple imperfection^ physical evil in stfffering^ 
and moral evil in sin^^ 
^h^*^^-^ Examining each of these categories in turn, 
tion of a Leibuitz demonstrates that every evil is the neces- 
^^^ sary condition of a greater good. God directly 
wills good. He does not will evil, or only permits 
it indirectly. With the schoolmen we may dis- 
tinguish in Him two aspects of the will : one an 
antecedent will, which has all that is good for its 
object ; and the other a consequent and decretory 
will, which acts for the best and includes evil as a 
condition of good. 
I. "Mete- I. Metaphysical evil is easily explained. In the 
evilex- ^^^t place, it is purely negative, since it consists in 
pUined by the abseuce of perfection. Further, it foUows 
sa^^n^r- fro^i the very essence of creatures : for the Divine 
fectionof perfection being incommunicable, every created 
tureiy con- thing is, in virtue of that, imperfect. Would 
dition. yQ^ exclude every imperfection? You reduce 
God to Himself; you make a God who is sterile 
and powerless. 
EvU arises We thus See clearly that the principle of evil 
the wiiTof is not in the will of God, but in the nature of 

God, but 1 j7,jfl£, jg ThewUeee^ part i., 21. [The addition of metaphysical evil 

from the ^q ^j^g usual malum pttna and malum culpa appears to be due to Thomas 

nature of Aquinas : " Utrum malum snfficienter dividatur per poenam et culpam 

things. ^ ^ ^ videtur . . . tecundo : in rebus irrationalibus non invenitur culpa 

nee poena, invenitur tamen in eis comiptio et defectus quod ad malum 

pertinet. Ergo, non omne malum est poena vel culpa . . . Respondeo . . . 

Ad secundum dicendum, quod poena et culpa non dividunt malum sim- 

pliciter, sed malum in rebus voluntarib." — Summa Theol., Quaest. idviii., 

art. 5.] 
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things. Arfe we now to say that the nature of The 
things is independent of God, and places a' limit ^^^^ ^^ 
to His perfections?^ Leibnitz solves this objec- not inac- 
tion excellently, by distinguishing the Divine will, ^^°* °^ 
the source of existences, from the Divine under- 
standing, the source of essences, the region of 
possibilities and of eternal truths, in which the 
nature of things has its final basis. 

"The ancients," he observes, "made matter 
the cause of evil, which they believed to be un- 
created, and independent of God. But where 
shall we, who derive all being from God, find the 
source of evil? The answer is, that we must 
look for it in the ideal nature of the creature, in- 
asmuch as this nature is enclosed in the eternal 
truths which are in the mind of God, indepen- 
dently of His wiU." 2 

2. Physical evil, that is, suffering, presents much 2. Physical 
more formidable difficulties, and Leibnitz confesses ^^^ 
that it is one of the labyrinths where wisdom 
is in danger of being lost. How can we under- 
stand that a God who is good should have shown 
Himself so frugal in enjoyment, so profuse in suffer- , 
ing for His creatures ? How can we understand 
that a just God should have confounded good and 
bad under the same law, even causing it to weigh 
more heavily upon those wljo deserve better ?^ 

It was to clear up this mystery that Male-Maie- 

> [Mr, Jowett, with a bitter sneer at Bishop Butler, expresses the solution of 
objection to *< impossibilities in the nature orthings," in^reference to a « the ne- 
different subject. '< Thus we introduce a principle superior to God, cessary 
just as in the Grecian mythology &te and necessity are superior to simplicity 
iupiter"—£/>utUs of St, Paul, ii. 472. df., Hooker, EceUs, Pol,, Book of the 

!., ch. ii!.] Divine 

s Esiai* de Tkeomee, Part I., 20. ways." 

> [Bolingbroke has called this an " abfiorption of God's mordl in 
His natural attributes."] 

R 
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Male- 
branche 
applies hU 
principle 
too largely, 



Bayle's 
attack 
upon 
Male- 
branche's 
octrine. 



branche intiodaced his principle of the ne- 
cessary amplidty of the Divine in^ys. This 
principle is true in itself, and he has drawn many 
happy applications from it. That the spectacle 
of die world may not be a stumbling-block to 
faith, we must place ourselres, not at the point 
erf view of this or that creature, but of the total 
of the universe. We then understand that ap- 
parent disorders are the result of a hidden order. 
To demand of God that His lightning should 
spare the life of the righteous man is to ask Him 
to work perpetual miracles, that is, to deny Him- 
self. This is true and solid. But when Male- 
branche attempts to bring everything under his 
principle ; when he represents God as so occupied 
with His ways, that He is indiflferent to His 
works, proposing His glory as His sole end, to 
the injury of His creatures, and paying no heed 
to the intrinsic value of things; this system of 
optimism becomes arbitrary and exclusive. It 
immolates all the attributes of God to one — ^wis- 
dom; and seems to make goodness completely 
evaporate. 

This is an extreme over which Bayle does not 
fail to triumph with his usual powerfiil wit. " It 
would seem," he says, "that God has only 
created the world to cause His infiijite knowledge 
of architecture and mechanics to be seen, without 
His attribute as good, and as the friend of virtue, 
having any part in the construction of this great 
work. This God would only value Himself 
upon His science. He would rather let the 
whole human race perish than permit some atoms 
to go more quickly or more slowly than general 
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laws require." To which Leibnitz answers : i^ibnitx 
" M. Bayle would not have made this supposition, ^^^^(^ 
had he been aware of the system of general har- tion un- 
mony, which I conceive, and whose import is, J^^yi^ 
that the domain of efficient causes, and that of 
final causes, run parallel; that God is no less 
truly the best Monarch than the greatest Archi- 
tect ; that matter is so disposed, that the laws of 
motion are subservient to the better government 
of minds ; and consequently, that it wUl be found 
that He has realized the greatest possible good, 
counting in all kinds of good together, metaphy- 
sical, physical, and moral." ^ 

It is striking to see Leibnitz here apply all the 
resources of his universal knowledge, and of his 
powerful intellect, for the purpose of calculating 
the quantity of good in the world by comparison 
with the evil, and of demonstrating that the result 
of this calculation is finally on the side of the 
justice, wisdom, and goodness of God. 

He is still more to be admired, when he feces Leibnitz 
the problem of moral evil, and does not rest be- j^^Mw^r 
fore he has solved two of its greatest difficulties, «^^ 
one relative to the physical; the other, to the 
moral concurrence of Giod. Physically speaking, 
Leibnitz proves that sin supposes no positive act 
of the Divine will.^ The efficacious activity 

1 Essau de Theodicee^ Part ITI., 247. 

2 [In the recoil from certain popular excesses, such passages as those 
which speak of God's *' hardening Pharaoh's heart," are sometimes ex- 
plained away rather than fsiirly fsiced. I have sometimes thought that 
their true meaning might be put thus : In the realm of nature, Scrip- 
ture speaks of many things as God's doing, which we speak of in 
another strain, e,g,f Psalm civ., &c., &c. Modem science shows us the 
immediate laws upon which such phenomena depend, rightly enough, 
so far. Scripture shows us the finger touching the chain higher up — 
and this is profoundly true; for in the last result it is God who 
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which he has given to man is suiEcient to explain 
it, and so much the more, as moral evil generally 
comes, not from a positive action of the will, but 
rather from a deficiency ; which made the school- 
men say: Malam causatn habet^ non efficienteTn^ 
sed deficientem} 

Thus, to speak accurately, God gives no physi- 
cal concurrence to evil. His alleged moral con- 
currence is equally unfounded. It is clear, that 
to create man free, even while foreseeing the ab- 
errations of that freedom, is not to concur in -k-ttu-h^ 
God directly wills the liberty of man, because it 
is a good: He renders its abuse possible, be- 
cause that is the condition of using it ; man alone 
wills sin, and we must say with the ancient 
philosopher, "Jupiter! all comes from thee, ex- 
cept evil, which comes from the heart of tl^e 
wicked." 
Conciu- The true conclusion from, and interpretation 
of, all this system of optimism will be found in 
the views of Leibnitz upon the immortality of the 
soul, and, in general, upon the successive trans- 
formations, and the perpetual progress of beings. 
Limitation He who Only contemplates the world in winch 
t^it^^of himianity lives; he even who, elevating his 
our views, thoughts towards the infinite worlds of which our 
own is only a portion, merely fastens upon the 
present and visible condition of men and of the 
other beings in the universe, will never be able 

" sendeth springs into the valleys," and " causeth the grass to grow.** 
Analogously in the world of mind. It is a law, that emotions un- 
used make the heart harden. As ** God causes the wind to blow,'* 
80 He " hardens Pharaoh's heartj 

» [This thought may serve to throw light upon the mysterious 
fact of a sinless being having been exposed to temfftation.} 
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to comprehend the economy of the Divine plan, 
because he only sees, so to say, one scene in the 
eternal drama of universal life. 

"It is contrary to justice," say the jurists, "to 
give judgment before having read the whole law. 
We, men, know but a slender portion of that 
eternal duration which must extend to infinity; 
for what are those few thousand years of which 
history transmits to us the record? And yet, 
with so short an experience, our rashness dares 
to pronounce upon that which is mfinite and eter- 
nal, as captives might do at the bottom of a dun- 
geon; or, if you will, like men bom and bred in 
the Thracian salt mines, who should persuade 
themselves that there is no other light than the 
feeble gleam of those flickering lamps which are 
scarcely sufficient to direct their steps in the 
darkness!"^ 

In feet, every being — ^man, animal, plant, and Natural 
even inanimate thing — is immortal by its nature. ^°'% 
Nothing perishes, as nothing commences to be, aU i»iSgs. 
actually speaking. Creation and annihilation are 
not natural but divine things; and we must con- 
ceive them not in time but in eternity. To our 
corporeal eyes, beings seem to come out of and 
to go back to nothing. Reason dissipates these 
prejudices. She teaches us that beings are only 
transformed without cessation, passing from one 
given state to another, Uke the points of a curve.* 

^ [This passage is in the fragment first published by Erdmann in 
1840: De Rerum Originatione Radicali^ p. 147.] 

2 [**The researches of chemists have shown that what the vulgar 
call corruption, destructioa, &c., is nothing but a change of arrange- 
ment of the same ingredient elements, without the loss or actual de- 
struction of a single atom. . . . The destruction produced by fire is 
more striking: in many cases, as in the burning of a piece of charcoal 
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And as there are in the most regular curves 
points of inflexion and repulsion, as geometricians 
say, just so are there abrupt changes of condition 
in the course of the developments of a being. It 
is this which is called death. In reality there is 
no death, but a perpetual and most spontaneous 
progress of this entire universe to a height of 
beauty and universal perfection such as beseems 
Divine works; so that the world is always mov- 
ing on to a greater glory. (Jta ut ad majorem 
semper cultum procedat.) 

Thus all beings are immortal, and on the way 
of perpetual and indefinite progress ; but, among 
all, there is one who is capable of knowing all the 
rest, of embracing the plan of the universe, and of 
linking it to its Divine principle. Much more than 
this — this gifted being has another advantage more 
eminent again ; he ministers to the completion of 
the plans of God. This being is not a thing ; he 
is a person. In his own little world, he is a sort 
of providence, an image of the universal provi- 
dence. Such a being not only cannot lose his 
substance, but, above all, he cannot lose that in 
it which is most singular and divine, moral person- 

or a taper, there ie no smoke . . . and when all has disappeared, except 
perhaps some trifling ashes, -we naturally enough suppose it is gone, lost, 
destroyed. But ... we detect in the invisible steam of heated air, 
which ascends from the glowine coal or flaming wax, the lokole pon- 
derable matter. . . . Yet so rar from thereby being destroyed, it is 
only become again what it was before it existed in the form of charcoal 
or wax ... so that for aught we can see to the contrary, the same 
identical atom may lie concealed for centuries in a limestone rock; may 
at length be quarried, set free in the limekiln, mix with the air, 
be absorbed fix>m it by plants, and, in succession, become a part of 
the frames of myriads of living beines." — Nahiral Hutorvy by Sir J. 
Herschell, p. 42. This view of the absolute indestmctibihty of mate- 
rial atoms makes Hamlet's speculations upon the mutations of Alexan«> 
der's dust "modest" enough.'^ 
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aljty. And this is not a mere hope with which 
the sage may innocently delight his spirit. It is 
a certain truth, the meeting-point of all the sciences 
of nature and all the verities of the moral world. 
It is the conclusion of all philosophy. 

" We must join morality to metaphysics, if we Moral per- 
would judge, even on the foot of natural reason, ^"1^^^^^ 
that God will always preserve, not only our sub- natural 
stance, but further our personality. By this word ^^^or- 
I mean the recollection and the knowledge oftaiityofthe 
what we are, though the distinct knowledge may***^^ 
be sometimes suspended in sleep and swoons. And 
we must join moral to metaphysical considerations, 
by regarding God not only as the principle and 
cause of all substances and beings, but still further 
as the chief of all intelligent persons^ and as the 
absolute monarch of the most perfect city or re- 
public, such as is that of the universe, composed 
of aU spirits together, God Himself being as much 
the most perfect of all minds, as He is the greatest 
of all beings. For, assuredly, spirits are the most 
perfect of all creatures, and those which express 
Deity best. All the nature, end, virtue, and 
fiinctioa of substances, is only to express God and 
the universe ; and so it cannot be doubted that 
the substances which express Him with an articu- 
late knowledge of what they do, and which are 
capable of knowing great truths in reference to 
God and the universe, express Him incomparably 
better than those natures which are either brute, 
or incapable of knowing truths, or quite destitute 
of feeling and knowledge ; and the difference be- 
tween intelligent substances and those which are 
not is as great as that between the mirror and 
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him who sees. And as God Himself is the 
greatest and wisest of spirits, it is easy to judge 
that the beings with which He can, so to say, 
enter into conversation, and even into society, by 
communicating to them His thoughts and His will 
in a particular manner, and so that they can know 
and love their benefactor, must touch Him infi- 
nitely more than other things, which can only be 
considered as the instruments of spirits." 

"In feet, spirits are the substances which are 
most capable of being perfected, and their perfec- 
tions have this peculiarity that they hinder one 
another least, or rather that they mutually assist 
each other ; for the most virtuous can alone be 
the most perfect friends. Whence it manifestly 
follows that God, whose dealings always tend to 
the greatest perfection in general, will have the 
greatest care for spirits, and will give to them, not 
only in general, but even to each one of them in 
particular, the most perfection which harmony 
will permit. It may be said that God, in so far 
as He is a spirit, is the origin of existences; 
otherwise, if He wanted will to choose the best, 
there would be no reason for one possibility exist- 
ing preferably to others. Thus, the quality which 
God possesses of being Himself a spirit goes before 
all other considerations which He can have in 
respect of creatures. Spirits only are made in 
His image, as if of His race, or as children of His 
house, since they only can serve Him freely, and 
knowingly act in imitation of the Divine nature. 
One spirit alone is worth more than a whole 
world, since it not only expresses that world, but 
knows it also, and is governed in it as God orders. 
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So that it seems, that whilst every substance ex- 
presses the universe, other substances express the 
world rather than God, but spirits express God 
rather than the world. And this noble nature of 
spirits, which makes them approach as near to the 
Divinity as is possible for mere creatm-es, brings it 
to pass that God derives from them infinitely more 
glory than from other creatures, or rather other 
beings only. aflFord to spirits grounds for glorifying 
Him. This is why that moral quality of God, which 
makes Him Lord or King of spirits, concerns Him, 
so to say, personally, in quite a singular way. It 
is in this way that He humanizes Himself — ^that 
He is willing to suflFer anthropologies, and that He 
enters into relation with us, as a prince with his 
subjects. And this consideration is so dear to 
Him, that the happy and flourishing state of His 
empire, which consists in the greatest possible 
felicity of its inhabitants, becomes the highest of 
His laws. For happiness is to persons what per- 
fection is to beings. And if the first principle of 
the existence of the physical world is the deter- 
mination to give it the greatest perfection which 
He can, the first design of the moral world, or 
the city of God, which is the noblest part of the 
universe, must be to spread over it the greatest 
possible felicity. We must not, therefore, doubt 
that God has so ordered all that spirits may not 
only live for ever — ^which cannot foil to be the 
case — ^but that they may always preserve their 
moral quality, so that His city may lose no person^ 
as His world loses no substance."^ . . . 

1 T take these fine pages of Leibnitz from the Correspondance first pub- 
lished by M. Grotefend in 1846. 
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" The ancient philosopher^ were but very im- 
perfectly acquainted with these important truths. 
Jesus Christ alone has expressed them divinely 
well, and in a manner so clear and familiar that the 
lowest intellects have conceived them- Thus His 
gospel has entirely changed the face of human 
The Go8- af&lrs. He has acquainted us with the kingdom 
^bHAeT ^^ heaven, or that perfect republic of souls, which 
Natural deserves the title of the city of God, and whose 
Religion, admirable laws He has revealed to us. He alone 
has made us see how much God loves us, and 
with what exactitude He has provided for all which 
concerns us: that caring, as He does, for the 
sparrows, He will not neglect reasonable creatures, 
who are infinitely dearer to Him ; that all the 
hairs of our head are numbered : that heaven and 
earth shall pass away, rather than the word of 
God, and that which belongs to the economy of 
our salvation ; that God has more regard for the 
the lowest rational soul than for the whole ma- 
chine of the material world ; that we should not 
fear those who can destroy the body, but cannot 
hurt our souls, since God only can make them 
happy or miserable, and that the souls of the righte- 
ous are hidden in the shadow of His hand from 
all the revolutions of the universe, nothing but 
God only being able to act upon them ; that none 
of our actions is forgotten ; that all is reckoned, 
down to our idle words and to a cup of water well 
bestowed : finally, that all must work together for 
the greatest gpod of the righteous; that the 
righteous shall shine forth as the sun, and that 
neither our senses nor our minds have ever tasted 
aught that approaches the happiness which God 
has laid up for them who love Him." 
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What can philosophy know of this happiness of phUoaophy 
the future life ? Nothing definite, answers Leib- ^ ^^^, 
nitz ; for the domain of reason does not extend so lare of 
far. But reason can assure us that the future ^^™* ^^ 
state of the soul will not be a condition of immo- actwityand 
bility, of idle and barren contemplation. How^^^^j^^ 
can the soul lose its essence, which is activity ; muL 
and its law, which is progress? and how, if it 
were finite, and developed itself in time, coijld it 
attain and possess its eternal and infinite ideal? 
*'Thus, our happiness will never consist, and 
cannot consist, in a fiill enjoyment, where there 
would be nothing more to desire, and which would 
stupefy the spirit,^ but in a perpetual progress to - 
new pleasures and new perfections." 

1 [Many readers will be reminded of Madame de Gasparin's beautiful 
expansion of these words in the " Near and Heavenly Horizons," espe- 
cially in her repudiation of Zr Faradu qui faUpcurJ] 



^ixtl9 Creatine. 

The Scepticism of Kant. 



Merits of Have I found, finally, in Leibnitz the complete 
StiM^*" ^^^ absolute truth upon God, and have I nodiing 
Theistic to do but to hold it fdiSt as my most cherished 
syrtem. ueasure, and to preserve it from the attacks of 
scepticism?. So I thought for a considerable 
period, and whenever I read over again the Essais 
de Theodicee^ I begin to think so anew. What 
an admirable creation it is ! How grand, yet how 
simple are the thoughts ; what prevailing genius 
and good sense ? All the requirements of one's 
soul are satisfied. The heart is touched. The 
reason is convinced. And, at the same time, the 
bold and discursive imagination sees limitless 
Yet, after horfzous Opening before it. I would willingly 
Tlytt^^^^ stop at this point, but it is impossible. The more 
I consider die connection of his thoughts upon 
Divine things, the more clearly I see that all his 
views are bound up with a vast system, from 
which it is most difficult to separate them. Un- 
questionably, this system is one of marvellous 
grandeur and richness. It embraces every object 
which human curiosity can propose to itself. It 
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pursues the explanation of the enigma of existence 
to the furthest barriers of reason. It is, I believe, 
the vastest system which the intellect of man has 
ever conceived. But, however vast it may be, is 
it anything but a system ? 

1. Is the conception of God, as the supreme j7o„r lead- 
monad^ of which all finite monads are continual '?« °^i^" 
fulgurations, entirely free from error and peril ? i^^riie 

I am afraid that I find too much analoev wiUi the T***^ • 
natura naturans of Spinoza. If, in fact, God be act and ne- 
defined as absolute force, can I conceive GodJ^J^^^*" 
otherwise than in act ? Is it not the essence of a jtseif is per- 
force to develope itself? Then what becomes ofsp^^i'^^ 
the notion of the all-perfect Being, of that immu- " natura ^ 
table and perfect principle, who is perfectly self-"*^"^™' 
^fficing, and has no need of anything but Him- 
self? 

2. Again, is the conception of these ^oii2ids*-^.^jrtof 
continually emanating from the creature and con-pHed'miSe 
taining in itself the germ of all its developments, ^"^^^ ^ 
one which satisfies the data of experienc ? Is as contain- 
there not a kind of universal y^/^/w/w in this evo-^|*'*^^ 
lution, regulated by the law of continuity ? au it* de- 

3. And, when we contemplate more closely ^^j^** 
these forces, which do not go out of themselves, forces of 
which are hermetically sealed against every exte-area^^of 
rior influence, ''not having," as Leibnitz says, »»^^'«a' 
" windows outwards ; " do they appear to be real ^''^*"' 
forces? Are they not more like mathematical 
abstractions^ such, for instance, as the successive 
points of a rigorously continued curve, of which 

the equation has been written from all eternity ? 

4. I ask Leibnitz ftirther how these monads, 
which are, ex hypothesis simple units, can explain 
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4. Leibnitz extension and motion ? He will reply that exten- 
i« forced to gjQjj ^xiA motion are nothing absolute, but simple 

explain rx- - o 7 r 

unsioH and phenomena, evanescent appearances, like the ram- 

Mt^n of* ^^- ^^ might as well tell me at once that, in 

tJie wiu his eyes, they are mere illusions. But already, if 

m*I^i^* I am to believe him, the mfluence which I suppose 

by saying that I exercise upon my limbs is an illusion. The 

^)u^e continued mutual action and re-action of all the 

which i« beings of nature is an illusion. I live then in a 

"^ ' world of illusions I and who knows but that God, 

whom I represent to myself as the living and 

active centre of this world, is not also an illusion, 

like the rest ? 

Co'^t^^f- Let us see the point to which Descartes and 

great thei8- Leibnitz, Malcbranche and Newton, lead us, by 

tic phUoso- diflFerent paths. One presents me with his vorti- 

ces, the other with his monads. One is for the 

plenum^ another for the vacuum. One declares 

himself a dynamist, the other a mechanist. 

Descartes speaks of a God whose omnipotence 
is so absolute as not only to make beings but 
truths at its will. No, exclaims Malebranche; 
the will of God is regulated by His wisdom. 
Here is Newton, who repr,esents God as spread 
over duration and space, limiting His so-called 
fecundity to scattering across the infinite plains of 
immensity some atoms, whose frail economy is 
every instant threatened with dissolution. Leib- 
nitz protests against this, and maintains that God 
is outside time and space, and that without falling 
into time. He fills spaces and ages with the ful- 
gurations of His infinite power. 

What a mass of contradictory thoughts ! If 
Descartes and Newton, Malebranche and Leib- 
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nitz, have not come to an understanding, are These 
these ereat geniuses to blame? The human ^^^^*^" 
mind alone is in fault. Why, in fact, do metaphy- an im- 
sical systems succeed one another, whilst none is 5^^° ®^ 
able to last, and to establish itself permanently ? 
What is the good of these movements which 
merely agitate thought, without pushing it for- 
ward a single step ? Is not the answer to these 
questions contained in the fact, that the problem 
of the nature of things surpasses man; that 
systems simply express the forms of our under- 
standing, that is, the different points of view, 
under which we represent things to ourselves ; 
that we have no certain hold upon aught but the 
objects of experience, and that we must be con- 
tent with exploring the surface of things, eternally sceptical 
impotent as we are to pierce the mystery of their J?"*^^"" 
origin, and of their end. 

These are the doubts which glide into my Kant, the 
mind as I look upon these contradictions of the^P^J^f 
great representatives of metaphysical genius, scepticism. 
These thoughts are not peculiar to me. They 
have been suggested to great minds, to Voltaire 
and Reid, to Locke, Hume, and Kant They 
were the common stock of the opinion of a whole 
century. I should feel a scruple in overlooking 
all these great doubters. And I wish to give 
them as their interpreter the man who is con- 
sidered to have most resolutely embraced, and 
most powerfully conceived and combined, what was 
in the mind of all the others. This man is Kant. 
I am told that the forms of his system are lum- 
bering and pedantic. This signifies little, if I 
can comprehend its substance. 



sions. 
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The Kant tells us, with that smcaity which enhances 

•ii^^' the power and originality of his genius by the 
l^t fiom beauty of his character, that his first real initiator 
ni^ti*/^" ^° plulosophy was David Hume. When the 
dumber/' reading of tiie Scotch philosopher had, as he 
!2nick b? ^^y^' " wakened him from his dogmatic slumber," 
the unpro- the first fiict which struck his attention was the 
§J^5!rter variety, the contradiction, and the rapid decline 
ofphiio- of all metaphysical systems. The emancipated 
^^S! disciple of Leibnitz and Wolff was now able to 
tion. ask himself the question, How is it that philosophy, 
for two thousand years, has been thus wandering 
at the mercy of the barren and changing reveries 
which are dignified by the title of systems, whilst 
other sciences display an activity so regular in its 
progress, and so hnitfiil in its results?^ Mathe- 
matics have pre-eminently this characteristic. It 
is true that they change and are renewed, but it 
is to increase and grow richer. Descartes sur- 
passed Euclid. Newton, in turn, surpassed 
them. But the infinitesimal calculus has not 
destroyed the Cartesian analysis, any more than 
it overthrew the ancient geometry. In meta- 
physics, on the contrary, systems supersede sys- 
tems. A philosopher cannot think himself right 
without condemning all others to error ; and the 
work perpetually begun in its entireness has 
always to be taken up anew. 

1 ["Illz (scientix) suls immotae ferd hserent Testigiis. In artibiis 
autem mechanicis, contrarium even! videmurquaB, ac s? auras cujusdam 
vitalis forent participes, quotidi^ crescunt et perficiuntur. Philosophia 
contra et scientiz intellectuales, statnarum more, adorantur et celel>antur, 
8ed non promoventur: quin etiam in primo nonnumquam auctoie 
maxim^ vigent) et deinceps degenerant."-^Bacon. Prefatio ad Itutaur 
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To penetrate the cause of this extraordinary The first 
contrast, Kant submits the inmost constitution of f^,^ 
the sciences to a profound analysis. He remarks, pfied by 
and it is a gleam of light for him, that the object of Jj^^'^f 
mathematics is not to know things in themselves, geometry, 
but only to develope certain notions inherent ^use.^ 
in the human mind, €he notions of number, space, 
and the like.^ For instance, geometry does not 
concern itself with the essence of natural bodies ; 
it fixes upon the notion of extension, a notion 
independent of the senses, and with this perfectly 
ideal and abstract datum^ developes the vast series 
of its constructions and theorems. The object of 
geometry is not any being in itself, — ^it is an idea. 
Just so, algebra has nothing to say to those 
changeable objects whose equality is only appa- 
rent, and whose unity is quite rdatrve ; it is ideal 
quantity, abstract number — that is, once more an 
idea, a notion, which forms the matter of its 
equations. Such, according to Kant, is the ex- 
planation of the peculiar solidity and uncontested 
certainty of the mathematical sciences. . 

They are not alone in the possession of this Certainty 
privilege. The physical sciences are justly proud ^^^^^ 
of their positive character, and of their regular 
development. But how long have they occu- 
pied this high position in the estimation of men ? 
Only since they were separated from metaphysics, 
and abandoned the chimera of an absolute explana- 

r^f KOiB* inroKeifUvw' cXw d^firp-uc^y r^s apfjLwucTJs. — jirist. A/ia/yt^ 
Post I., 27. <* This is the great reason of the certainty and evidence 
of mathematical truths, because they proceed not upon sensible but 
mbstracted matter." — StilUngJUet, Orh, Sac.y B. TI., c. 3. For more on 
this subject see Bishop Fitzgerald's emtion of the Analogy, p. 3.} 

S 
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tion of things, to confine themselves to experiment, 
which collects facts, and to calculation, which 
applies to them the laws of thought. Physical 
science has no business to meddle with the im- 
penetrable essence of things. Are corporeal 
bodies divisible ad infinitum or not? Did the 
world begin or not? What is that to Galileo 
and to Kepler ? They leave the school doctors 
to draw up syllogisms fcH* and agamst these oppo- 
site phantoms. It is enough for them to explore 
nature and to measure the heavens. 
Logic, as Question the history of the philosophical 

the formal . ^^ - , ^y^ . . ,* ^.. 

science of scieuces themselves. oiilce Anstotle, everything 

tiwu^ht ^^ ^ philosophy has changed, with one exception — 

shares in logic. Metaphysics vary with their systems, 

uLty'of ^^&^ survives them. Why is this? Because 

physical k)gic is iu uo sort occupied with the objects of 

^^t^^ thought, but only with thought itself He created 

science, logic who first put this problem to himself — On 

what conditions can thought, while developing 

itself, always remain consistent with its own laws ?^ 

Where are Aristotle^s entelechia, his substantial 

forms, and his first heaven ? They are no more ; 

but the organon remains. It remains with the 

history of animals, because two things only abide 

in the sciences — the facts of visible nature, and 

the laws of thought. 

General Such appears to me to be the leading idea of 

thriS!!2w ^^ Critique of pure Reason. It is as simple as it 

is inacces- is bold. Of the two elements whose relation and 

harmony compose science— on one side, the human 

> ^he school of eminent logicians, who have ktely adorned the 
University of Oxford, have made this their primary doctrine. See 
especially Bishop Thomson's Outlines of the Lavu of Thought^ and Mr. 
Mansel's Prolegomena Lcgica and edition of Aldrich.] 



sible. 
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mind, the subject^ and on the other, things, beings, 
the object — Kant proposes to suppress the second, 
and to reduce science to the first. To eliminate 
the objective for ever, as absolutely inaccessible, and 
to resolve all into the subjective^ this is his end, 
and here are the great lines of his enterprise. 
Kant makes me follow alternately two diverse 
and convergent roads. At first he locks me up au the 
in the subject^ that is, in the analysis of the human ^^*^ 
mind, and reducing all the laws which govern thought, 
thought to a certain number of rigorously de-^^^^^^. 
fined and classified elementary concepts, he proves mentary 
to me that these concepts have a purely subjective ^^^[ng 
and relative value, that they are unable to teach * p^^^j 
me anything about the essence of things, and that ^i^f *^* 
their sole utility is to co-ordinate the phenomena 
of experience, in other words, to impress a cha- 
racter of unity upon the objects of human know- 
ledge. When this work is finished, Kant pro- 
poses to submit the results of his analysis to a 
great dialectic test. He runs successively over 
the three great objects of metaphysical specula- 
tion — the soul, the universe, and God. He 
undertakes to make me see that there is not so 
much as one dogmatic assertion upon the essence 
of the soul, upon the origin and elements of the 
universe, or upon the existence of God, which ' 
cannot be convicted of resting upon a paralogism, 
of concealing an antinomy, or of arbitrarily realis- 
ing an abstraction. Three in- 
I shall now follow the Critique of pure Reason teiiectuai 

1 ir !• "5-irTi • functions— 

upon the ground or analysis and that or dialectics, sensibility, 
Kant decomposes the whole mechanism of human J^^^^ 
knowledge into three intellectual functions. andRea^n. 
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To perceive particular objects, in other words, 
to form intuitions, is the proper act of Sensibility, 
To grasp the relations of objects, and to fonn 
judgments, is the peculiar act of the tlnderstanding. 
To form reasonings, that is to say, to link judg- 
ments together, and to attach consequences to 
their principles, is the peculiar act of the Reasm. 
Th«rea« Now, in the exercise of each of these three 
mentflin intellectual functions, analysis discovers two ele- 
^^^J*"*^ ments. One is a priori^ the other a posteriori, 
concept a The first forms the matter of our knowledge, the 
rStum*^ second constitutes its form. The former is given, 
posteriori. SO to speak, fTX)m without ; the other springs from 
the stock of the mind, from its native activity and 
spontaneity. 

Thus no act of Sensibility, or no Intuition, is 
possible, without the help of the notions of space 
and time, Kant maintains that these notions are 
a priori^ and he calls them pure forms of Sensi- 
bility. 

In the same way, no act of the Understandii^, 
or no Judgment, is possible, but by the help 
of certain notions of unity, reality, possibility, 
which are equally a priori^ and which Kant calls 
pure concepts of the Understanding. 

Finally, no act of Reason, or no Reasoning, is 
possible, without the help of certain notions of 
the Absolute, or of the Unconditional. Kant 
gives them the name of pure ideas of the Reason. 
The point, then, is to collect these forms, these 
concepts, and ideas which are the supreme laws, 
and constitutive springs of human reason, to sound 
their nature deeply, and to measure their bearing. 
L I. The analysis of Sensibility is a capital 
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point' in the Kantian system. In fact, Sensibility i. Anaiyti- 
is the source of Intuitions, which become the^^^J^" 
matter of judgments and consequently of reason- work, 
ings, — 2. process which leads us to the idea of the of >?„/ in*" 
Absolute, the highest form of all our knowledge. teUectuai 

T ^'T ^ii_ function — 

In every perception or an external phenomenon, sensibility, 
Kant distinguishes two things. On one side, J'^J^- 
there is the phenomenon itself, say such a cor- jEsthetics. 
poreal movement. On the other side, there is Perception 
the condition of the motion, that is to say, space, phenome^ 
without which no motion could be perceived. non» »^ 
The eictemal phenomena vary infinitely; space, m^^; the 
the condition of these phenomena, is always theP^««<>: „ 

r, 1 • 1* rr ^ mena itself, 

same. Space, then, is, according to Kant, the and the 
pure form of the exterior senses. In the same^°^**^^ 
way, Time is the pure form of the inward sense, time. 
no sensation and in general no modification of our- 
selves bemg perceptible, except under the condi- 
tion of Time. Space and Time, then, are the 
two pure forms of Sensibility ; and being con- 
ceived as anterior to phenomena, as one and infi- 
nite, they are not objects of experience, which 
only gives phenomena which are always diverse 
and dways limited. What, then, are space and 
time? Shall we make of them absolute and 
objective things? But in that case, we equally 
fell into absurdity, whether we elevate them to 
the rank of objective beings, or make them attri- 
butes of God, or reduce them to properties or 
relations of the beings of nature. In the first 
case, in feet, we end by admitting two absolute 
beings, which are both nonentities. In the 
second, we confound time with eternity, and space 
with immensity. In the third, we give space 
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and time a merely contingent value ; and tbus 
we become unable to explain the absolute charac- 
ter of the two sciences founded upon the notions 
of space and time — Geometry and rational Me- 
chanics. Hence it follows that space and time 
have no sort of objective reality, and can be 
nothing else than forms of knowledge, necessary 
and universal forms, data a priori^ but having no 
bearing beyond the subject ; only expressing the 
nature of thought, and having no other use than 
to render experience possible. 
£m>rof Such is die substance of the Transcendental 
^^\ Msthetics of Kant. It must be admitted that it is 
subtle, profound, and original. But is it correct ? 
I think not. And if the premisses are incorrea 
the conclusions must be erroneous also. All this 
ingenious theory of Kant upon space and time 
encloses an error which is repeated through the 
whole course of his analytic work, and vitiates all 
its results. In place of observing reality, he works 
restlessly at abstractions. In place of looking for 
the origin of our fundamental notions in conscious- 
ness, he takes them up ready made in the state 
to which they have been brought by a long series 
of abstractions. And then, he imagines that 
these abstract notions are prior to experience, 
without which, however, they would be perfectly 
The true erroueous and unintellifi^ible. 

hiftory of -- . , . o i i . 

thought on Kant considers time and space under their 
tSn^kads ^^^^ general and abstract forms, anterior to any 
to a dif. notion of sensible extension, or of particular and 
thwry determined duration. But it is incorrect to say 
from Kant's that my miud begins with such conceptions. 
Tiet?*^ Before the abstract is the conaete. The notion 
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of space is posterior to that of extension, the 
notion of time to that of succession and personal 
identity. I see or touch a body, I perceive it as 
extended ; in handling it I pass from one impres- 
sion to another, I feel that I am identical in the 
succession of these two conditions, I feel that I 
endure ; there is not yet in my mind the abstract 
idea of space or of time. It is only after perceiv- 
ing many extensions, and many durations, that I 
form by abstraction the general idea of space and 
the general idea of time, . so as to arrive finally by 
reason at a being, infinite, absolute, free from the 
limitations of extension — ^untouched by the vicissi- 
tudes of time, in short, immense and eternal— 
beyond all bodies and all durations. 

Here, then, is the true history of my mind 
instead of the fantastic history traced by Kant, — 
(i.)^rj/, by an act of intuition, the concrete 
notions of such and such sensible extension, or 
determined duration; (2.) then^ by an act of 
abstraction, the general notions of space and time; 
{Z^)Jinally^ by an act of reason, the absolute con- 
ceptions of eternity and immensity. 

Having once separated and isolated space and Extention, 
time from every concrete intuition of extension, fP**** *?^ 

. .--^ .T.^ii?j.i_ immensity, 

duration, \t is not strange that he nnds these no- duration, 
tions void, hollow, and meaningless. To give^J^'.^^ 
them reality and significance, it is sufficient . to are to be 
refer them to their true origin, and replace them^^^^^ 
in the bosom of consciousness. guished in 

A Kantian will possibly ask me what I think ^PP^f"'' 
of the objective nature of space and time. I error of 
should answer, that we must distinguish between 
extension, space, and immensity, just as we must 
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Kantian ob-distingmsh between duratioOy time, and eternity. 
Jf^j^J^^ Extension is a real property of bodies, and durar 
you think tion a real property of all beings which change; 
jwtiwty'^ inunensity and eternity are two attributes of the 
space uid Divme Being, which express the permanence and 
**°*^'* omnipresence of His existence, profoundly dis- 
tinct from and independent of all succession and 
every finite form; space and time, finally, are 
pure abstractions. 
Opposition I admit that it is unreasonable to make objective 
:°tew' entities of space and time. I grant, further, that it 
space and jg equally untenable to conceive God as protended 

time does . 1 ^ - % 1 . • /• • 1 

not lead to m tmie, and extended m space even mnmtely. 

^^M,m ^^^ ^ ^^^ ^^ driven, by these admissions, to re- 
pain of fuse their absolute character to the sciences of 
^^^ extension and motion. Whilst I recognise that 
and me- the propositious of geometry are absolutely neces- 
fr^didr ^^> ^ ^^^^ explain their necessity very differently 
necessary from KauL Geometry rests upon the idea of 
fme ^^ space, an abstract idea, in my opinion. But this 
^er. abstract idea once given, all the consequences de- 
ducible from k are necessary, by a necessity in- 
herent to the very principle of reasonmg, to the 
principle of identity. The triangle or the circle 
are not real things. They are pure constructions 
of the mind, tracing, as it were, different precise 
limitations in the bosom of the idea of abstract 
extension. But when the circle is once given as 
a circle, rts radii must necessarily be equal Such is 
the necessity inherent in geometrical propositions. 
It has no need of an imaginary a priori intuition of 
space, one and infinite. It has only need of this 
necessary principle, " A is A " — a circle is a cir- 
cle,, a thing eannoc be dtfierent from itself— an 
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evidently necessary and absolute principle, which 
communicates its necessity to all its consequences. 

I. 2. The analysis of the . understanding, inzAnaiyBtf 
Kant's system, has the same defects as that of the 2^^^°" 
sensibility. It is false and artificial, mistaking ing—pa. 
abstractions for realities, and destitute of true ob- J^^^']^'' 
servation of the consciousness. The definite the anaiy- 
point is to give an account of a certain number of JJ^^^^J^ 
first notions which are, as a matter of feet, pre- 
sent in all our judgments, such as the notions of 
cause, substance, unity, which become the base 
of those great principles upon which the entire 
system of himian knbwledge rests. Kant does 
not observe the human consciousness, and keep 
his eye steadfestly fixed upon the real and living 
principle which says /, which apprehends itself 
immediately, which feels that it lives, acts, con- 
tinues, which perceives itself not as an abstract 
condition of thought, but as a real and living sub- 
ject, a true cause, a true substance, a true unity. 
He does not contemplate this world of inner 
realities. Instead of doing this, he loses himself 
in an inextricable labyrindi of abstract concep- 
tions and arbitrary distinctions. He tricks out a 
table of all possible precedents. He recognises 
twelve kinds, divided by threes into four distinct 
frames, according to their quality, relation, and 
modality. These twelve kinds of judgments- 
general, particular, and singular — ^amrmative, ne- 
gative, and limitative — categorical, hypothetical, 
and disjunctive — problematical, assertorial, and 
apodeictic — ^represent, in his eyes, twelve lojgical 
functions of the understanding, twelve distinct 
processes for reducing any given variety to unity. 
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Kantian Thus he intToduces his famous categories — ^unity, 
categories, plurality, and totality — ^relation, negation, and 
limitation — ^inherence, dependence, and recipro- 
city — possibility, existence, and necessity, 
^bovethe According to Kant, all these concepts are, 
in'Sws ^ ^ priori^ anterior to all experience, and absolutely 
hieiurchy necessarv for the formation of the least iudcinent. 

is the trati- XT • ^i-* ii a j"^* • 

scendentai Nor IS this all. A uew coudition is necessary. 

unity of Above thesc twelve pure forms of the under- 
conscious- TT7- 1 \ r -L'-i 

ne88,or staudmg Kaut places one general rorm, which 
S?t** of^ he calls the synthetic unity of apperception, or 
appercep- the transcendental unity of the consciousness, 
tion. -^g m\MS\. not suppose that he here speaks of that 
consciousness which each of us has of his own 
acts — of that consciousness which translates itself 
into language by the affirmations, I feel, I think, 
I am. No I The consciousness of Kant is an 
abstract consciousness, a logical cogito^ a general 
form of thought. In short, it is not a fact, a 
reality; it is a pure abstraction, arbitrarily ele- 
vated into a necessary a priori condition of every 
possible judgment, 
menta*" '^^^^ analysis may seem sufficiently complicated 
theory of already. But Kant has not ended yet. He flat- 
sdumatism. ^^^^ himself that he has given a good account of 
the pure concepts of unity, inherence, depend- 
ence, &c. ; but he has not yet touched the 
notions of cause, substance, activity, and the cor- 
responding principles. This is why he adds his 
theory of schematism. Besides his twelve pure 
concepts, he wants twelve schemes^ representatives 
a priori of time, schemes of quantity, quality, re- 
lation, modality. He wants these representations 
to vivify his abstract concepts, to render them 
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applicable to the data of experience, to give them 
meaning and value. 

I have at last exhausted the subtle, complicated, His errone- 
and laborious series of conditions under which ^^^^^^^ 
Kant thinks that he has succeeded in giving an substance. 
account of the human mind — ^for instance, those of 
causality and substance. But if I must say what 
I think, nothing can be falser or emptier than this 
pretended deduction, which has cost him so many 
efforts, Kant radically alters the notions of cause 
and of substance. When I produce a voluntary 
action, an eflFort of my muscles for instance, there ^heTOtio^ 
is not a mere vague and abstract relation between o*^««« 
these two terms — ^my will and the eflFort — such asj'succet 
— Given A, B should necessarily follow.^ There 'J*^"* ^ 

. ' , , . ', . Tk-. ...the notion 

is a precise and determinate relation. My will of substance 
produces the eflFort. My will is a cause of which ^****^^^ 
the eflFort is an effect, a cause which is fixed, nence. 
one and identical, and which manifests itself by 
an indefinite variety of phenomena. The more 
deeply I study the notion of this activity, of 
this / which is the basis of my consciousness, 
the more I recognise the truth that it perceives 
itself, not only as a cause but as a substance — I 
mean, as i being alternately or simultaneously 
active and passive, but always identical under the 
succession of its diverse modifications. This is not 
an abstract substance, like that of Kant, a name- 
less something conceived as permanent in opposi- 
tion to the constant flux of phenomena, of which 

> Kant reduces the notion of cause to this, *< As for the concept of 
cause, abstractine from the time in which one thing succeeds another 
regularly, 1 can find nothing in the pure category but the existence of 
something, from which the existence of another thing may be inferred." 
CriHfue of Pure Reason, I., 170, Tissot's Translation. 
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this permanent term is the abstract and a priori 
condition. It is a real and determinate substance, 
which knows and feels that it acts and exists. 
Here is an analysis which is very simple and very 
easy to verify. Yet it suffices to bring down the 
whole sca£Folding of abstractions — symmetrical, 
subtle, and ingenious, I allow, but quite artificial 
— ^which has been reared by the hand of Kant. 
In place of these empty, a priori concepts, we must 
substitute the immediate, real, and living intui- 
tions of consciousness. In place of these arbitrary 
and useless principles, that lead nowhere, we must 
substitute true principles, holding by their roots 
to experience, and in their ample developments 
enfolding the universe, and leadmg on to God. 

Such are the essential faults which strike me in 
the analytic work of Kant. This is enough to put 
me on my guard against the consequences which 
he proceeds to draw from these false principles in 
the dialectical portion of his attempt, 
dcaipor- IS^XDt has lately explained to me what, in his 
^^ opinion, is the part which reason has to play in 
^rork." the economy of our knowledge. 
ReaMm Reasou, taken generally, is the faculty of rea- 

^engene-gQjjjjjg^ that is, of referring the particular to the 
Pure general. But this operation supposes a final 
w»«M- general principle, which is the concQtion of all the 
rest, and which is itself unconditioned. The con- 
ception of this unconditioned is the office of pure 
reason. 
Necessary But pure rcasou does not limit itself to conceiv- 
p^n^ol i^ig the unconditioned. It avails itself of this idea 
to speculate, a priori^ upon the nature of beings. 
Hence, if I am to believe Kant, arise certam ne- 
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cessary illusions. To destroy them for ever, he 
attempts to discover their psychological sources, 
and to construct in some sense the science of the 
natural laws of the human mind. 

The geneial principle of the pure reason is this: ^^J^! 
The conditional being given, the entire series of «>«— w- 
conditions is given along with it, and consequently LSie^i ; 
the unconditioned itself This principle receives «^<>!og»- 
three great applications, one to the subject ofworfd; 
thought, the second to sensible objects, the third ^^^^<^ 
to things in general. Hence there are three ideas, ^ 
the psychological, the cosmological, and the theo- 
logical Reason seeks in consciousness a subject 
which is not the attribute of another subject, an 
absolute subject, the soul or the thinking sub- 
stance. In presence of sensible objects, it ascends 
from phenomenon to phenomenon, and conceives 
something primary and definite to serve as a basis 
and principle for the phenomena of the Cosmos. 
Finally, embracing the absolute sum total of all 
possible existences, it lays down, as the condition 
of this total,, an absolute unity which is God. 

These three ideas, these three principles, the ood, the 
soul, the Cosmos, and God, in virtue of their very^^*^^^^*"** 
nature, can neither be demonstrated nor realized, have a * 
They cannot be demonstrated— since they are P^|y;"^{r 
that which is most general, and is the basis of allue. They 
demonstration. They cannot be realized, since ^^j^^jjl*^ 
they represent that which is beyond all possible '''■^f^'^nor 
experience. Their value, therefore, is purely*^ 
subjective. They do not extend human know- 
ledge. They at once finish and circumscribe it ; 
that is all. 

Metaphysics has other pretensions. It pro^ 
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ovcttiiioir fesses to create the science of the soul, that of the 
^'^y^f*^ Cosmos, and that of God FnHn the abstract 
with^ conception of our thinking being, which contains 



nothing multiple, it draws a conclusion of the 
abscJute unity of this being, which is a paralogism. 
"^^Efagf ^ro™ the impossibility of pausing in the backward 
ratiooai; *series of phenomena, it draws the conclusion of a 
^^^^' %r$t condition, and as this conditi(Xi is presented in 
tbeaiogj. two coutradictory modes, an antinomy is the result. 
Finally, frcHn the sum total of conditions, or of 
objects in general, it draws as its conclusion the 
B^g of beings, as the condition of the possibility 
of tUngs, and the foundation of uniyersal exist- 
ence, though this being is absdutely unknown to 
us. Hence, an ideal which we arbitrarily trans- 
iorm into a real thing, and in which we even see 
the foundation of all reality. Thus, the soul, the 
universe, and God Himself, all the objects of our 
thought — all the edifice of our beliefs — ^falls piece 
by piece, and crumbles away und^ the hand of 
Kant. And the conclusion of this negative dia- 
lectic is, that Metaphysics is ruined, wholfy, en- 
tirely, and for ever, with its three constitutive 
sciences, rational psychology, rational cosmology, 
and rational theology. 
AnswertD I. I hear it said, in every direction, that these 
^°^Jj^ objections of Kant are absolutely invincible. I do 
I. Rational not wish to couceal that in some respects they are 
^2^^ strong and serious. But I believe that here, just 
baaed npoo as iu his analytic work, there is much more art&ce 
^j^^ than solidity. Kant reduces psychology to the 
four following propositions : The soul is a sub- 
stance. The soul is simple. The soul is one. 
The soul is spiritual. But according to him, these 
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foui" propositions rest solely upon four vicious 
arguments, m which the same paralogism is con- 
stantly repeated. In the premisses, he says, we 
assume a purely subjective Ego^ which is nothing 
but a logical condition of the perception of pheno- 
mena, and in passing from the premisses to the 
conclusion^ we transform this subjective and logi- 
cal into an objective Ego^ endued with an abso- 
lute reality. 

I would reply to Kant, that his dialectic may 
be victorious over a psychology conceived in the 
manner of Wolf — I mean, exclusively founded 
upon the abuse of logical proceedings — but that 
it cannot touch the true science of the soul, that 
which has its main support, not in syllogisms, but 
in a profound analysis of human nature. What, 
after all, is the true basis of psychology ? A per- 
manent and universal fact, that of consciousness. 
I feel living within me an ever-present principle, 
which is not confounded with the series of my 
modifications — ^which I feel identically the same 
under the vicissitudes of my changeful existence — 
which, whether in undergoing the action of exter- 
nal things, or in re-acting upon them without, or 
in concentrating itself upon itself in an altogether 
inward action, knows itself every instant^ and 
every instant affirms itself with infallible clearness 
and certainty. Is this logical subject, this abstract 
form, this pure condition of the possibility of ex- 
perience, about which Kant speaks, the Ego of 
which I have just spoken ? Evidently not. 
The Ego of consciousness is a force in action, 
an energy which displays itself, something essen- 
tially real, conaete, and living. But has this 
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Ego, because it is real and concrete, nothing but 
an empirical value? Is it not a true being, a 
true substance ? One would, indeed, refuse to 
grant this, if, with Kant, one made of substance 
a mysterious principle, a nameless algebraical X, 
if with him we delighted in hollowing an impas- 
sable abyss between consciousness and reason, 
between the world of phenomena and the world 
of existence. But this separation has no signifi- 
cance for the attentive observer. In fact, in the 
act of consciousness, the subject grasps itself, and 
affirms itself as the object. Between the Ego 
which acts, and the Fgo which feels that it acts, 
analysis may draw a distinction, but nature and 
the real movement of life maice no such distinction 
— and the objective and subjective make but one. 
And, now, do we need an appeal to reasoning 
and the construction of syllogisms, to establish the 
unity, the simplicity, the spirituality, the substan- 
tiality of the soul ? It is clear that it is perfectly 
useless, and I will add that it has always appeared 
to me extremely dangerous. In fact, to reason for 
the purpose of finding the soul, is to admit that 
the soul does not perceive itself; it is to establish 
a factitious distinction between two Egos, the Ego 
of consciousness and that of reason ; it is to raise 
an arbitrary barrier between them, which reason- 
ing can never cross. In this point of view, Kant 
is right. Psychology exists no more, when there 
is no more an intuition of consciousness, which 
attains being, unity, and substance in their pro** 
foundest depths. Then the finishing blow is given 
to Metaphysics, and the human mind is condemned 
to be ignorant of the universe and of God, to 
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remain imprisoned in the region off phenomena. 
Here Kant has seen with a superior insight ^ here, 
in my mind, is the value and the interest of his 
dialectics. But what he has not seen is this, that 
the basis of psychology is not a logical but a real 
Eg9^ not a purely phenomonal£^o, but one which is a 
xrause, a substance, one, identical, living, objective, 
and subjective together. To re-establish this 
principle is to refute Kant, and at the same time, 
to restore their foundation to rational psychology, 
and to metaphysics. 

7^ I shall now venture to look at those famous ». Rational 
antinomies, which, with many minds, pass for^°®™^J^^ 
being the eternal despair and the impassable shoal 
of speculative philosophy. They result, in the 
system of Kant, from the application of the funda- 
mental principle of reason, viz., that the condi- 
tioned being given, the entire series of conditions 
and therefore the unconditioned itself is equally 
given along with it. Apply this principle to the 
idea of the world, considered as a collection of 
exterior phenomena. You will see that four 
Theses are formed, against which four Antitheses 
rise up, whence a quadruple antinomy results. 
How is this ? Because, according to Kant, every 
time that you affirm that a phenomenon is subor- 
dinate to a series of conditions, you can equally 
conceive this series as finite, or as infinite. In 
both cases, the absolute sieems given, and the 
absolute is the chimera, which the human mind, 
in virtue of the laws of its nature, incessantly seeks 
without ever being able to grasp. 

Would you consider the world, according to Antino- 
the categories of quantity and quality ? You have ^^ 

T 
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an equal right to consider it as limited in extension 
and duration, that is as finite, or to conceive it as 
unlimited in space and time, that is as infinite. 
You can represent it to yourself as being com- 
posed of simple particles, or as infinitely drrisible. 

Mathema- These are the antinomies which Kant calls mathe- 
matical. Or would you conceive the world under 
new points of view, those of relation and morality ? 

^^y»*™*^- You are led to link all effects to a first fi-ee cause, 
or again, quite as arbitrarily, to conceive them as 
an infinite chain of phenomena, linked by a blind 
fatality. In the same way, you are equally in- 
clined to assume a necessary existence as the basis 
of the series of contingent things, or to conceive 
this series as indefinite. These are the antinomies, 
called Dynamic, which complete this series of re- 
gular contradictions imposed upon the human 
mind by Kant. 

mit«\hat ^ ^^^ ^^^^ down here one reflection which 

the mathe- strikes me. Kant himself considers that the 

Jinomies*" mathematical antinomies alone are absolutely in- 

aione are soluble. He admits a solution for the others. 

inwiubuf He himself labours to discover it. This is an 

admission of the utmost importance. For it is 

clear enough that the dynamic antinomies are the 

most serious of all, since with them are involved 

the existence of liberty, and even already, by 

anticipation, the existence of God — that is to say, 

morality and religion. Kant, then, allows, that 

on these great objects reason is not driven to the 

despairing avowal of an inevitable contradiction. 

Morality and religion are safe. All, therefore, 

which is seriously in danger is the interest of 

human curiosity, which fastens upon these purely 
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metaphysical questions, to which the bulk of 
mankind are • perfectly indifferent, and ignorance 
upon which is easily enough borne even by the 
knot of inquisitive wits who agitate such specula- 
tions. For instance, the question whether matter 
is divisible ad irfinitum. Such is the end of this 
great and solemn act of accusation which has 
been so laboriously set forth, and on which scep^ 
ticism has lavished all its strength and ingenuity. 
I confess that the discussion on this narrow plat- 
form loses its imposing grandeur, but it loses also 
much of its danger. Put aside morality and reli- 
gion, and how does it matter much, after all, that 
on some refined metaphysical points my mind is 
forced to confess its impotence ? 

But, even in this kind of abstract problems, it But even 
appears to me that Kant does not reach the con- ^K ^^ °^ 
elusion after which he aspires. I shall arm myself is not inso- 
against him by his own admissions. He solves *"^*^* 
the dynamical antinomies by a very just distinc- Jnrtionbe- 
tion between the point of view of experience and tween the 
that of reason. For the senses there are but?°!°!.°^ 

experience 

contingent phenomena; but from this, he says, it and that of 
cannot be concluded that beyond phenomena, in pul^d by^ 
a region to which the senses cannot reach, there Kant to 
is not a necessary Being, a first and spontaneous tion^f"the 
Cause, which is the principle of all the phenomena dynamical 
of the universe. Very well. But I would bor- for the so- 
row from Kant his means of solution, and push it {V^°" ^^ 
furthpj, I would say to him, that though the maticai an- 
senses and imagination lead us to represent to *^"*^"^^®''- 
ourselves a finite world, this does not prove that 
reason has not the right to conceive, at least as 
possible, an unbounded universe, whose unlimited 
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extent and duration reflect m some sort die in- 
communicable eternity and immensity of God. 
In the same way, the senses and the famgiDation 
may stop short with satisfaction at the gross and 
antiquated hypothesis of atoms. But there is 
nothine to hinder the reason from destroying 
these fallacious appearances, from making us un- 
derstand the impossibility of an (^indivisible) ex- 
tended atom*— that is to say, or an indiyisible 
divisible. There is no reason, above all, why we 
should not grasp the invisible causes, beyond ex- 
tension and motion, whose permanent action ani- 
mates the face of the world, and conceive those 
causes as principles endowed with unity — inferior, 
indeed, yet more or less analogous to, that simple 
and indivisible cause which we feel living and 
throbbing within. Thus, the fantastic assemblage 
of contradictions imagined by scepticism vanishes 
away, and out of so m^y efforts of a genius 
made for better things there remains nothing bnt 
a lesson of modesty given to the presumption of 
the human mind 
3 Rational 3. If these views are correct, I can, a little 
J^^ more confidently, grapple with the objections of 
Kant against the possibility of a rational theology. 
In his eyes, the idea of God, or the Being 
of beings, is the highest and most necessary idea 
of reason, since it is by it that reason perfects its 
synthetic work, in giving its last unity to the 
total of human knowledge But all the conclu- 
sion from this, he says, is simply that God is the 
Supreme Ideal, not the Supreme Reality- But \t 
so happens that human curiosity cannot be satis- 
fied with a simple ideal. With its strong desire 



THE SCEPTICISM OF KANT. 293 

to penetrate deeply into things, it transforms this 
subjective and relative ideal into an absolute 
reality, and flatters itself that it is able to appre- 
hend and to define this principle of existence. 

This illusion, according to Kant, is produced 
by a regular process. First, the reason, contem- 
plating this vast and harmonious universe, refers 
it to an invisible principle. Then, it conceives 
this principle as necessary to find in it the reason 
of the existence of contingent things. Next, 
from necessary being it rises to the Being of 
beings, who includes all realities and all possibili- 
ties as alone able to include the universal and 
absolute reason of all existence* 

Rationsd theology expresses in its own fashion Three ar< 
this spontaneous evolution of speculative reason ^^nai* ^^ 
in demonstrating the existence of God by three theology to 
^Tgaments-^the pAysicO'tbeoIogical argument, which rti^e°the 
Imposes upon the order of die universe; the r^j- existence 
mological argument, founded upon the contingency ^ 
of the world; the ontologicaj argument, which de- 
duces the real existence from the concept of the 
perfect Being- 

I must admit that Kant seems to me to have Kant's ex- 
perfectly succeeded in bringing out the defects of 5*"^^ 
these arguments, Just as a little before he easily in these ar- 
triumphed over tne syllogistic proofs of the spi-^®^'^ 
rituality of the soul. But are we to conclude affect a 
from this that the foundations of a Theodicee are ^™ ^^*^ 
overthrown? Nol but that Kant was unac- 
quainted with the true foundations of a Tbeo- 
dkee. Just now, he altered and denied the im- 
mediate intuition of the Ego by itself. Now, he 
alters and denies another intuition, less clear, per- 
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haps, but equally irrefragable, the intuition of 
the perfect and absolute Being. Here, again, 
there is not, on one side, an abstract logical con- 
cept, the concept of an absolute existence consi- 
dered as purely possible ; on the other, the human 
mind wasting itself in barren reasoning, heaping up 
syllogisms to find, beyond this visionary and unreal 
concept, the real and living God who incessantly 
escapes from it, and seems to hide from all hs 
efforts. That is a false view of human conscious- 
ness, and can only give birth to a false and 
barren theology. I did not, in the first instance, 
grasp an abstract possible Ego^ to arrive at last, 
across arbitrary reasonings, at a real, concrete, 
substantial Ego. Nor, when I link my frail exist- 
ence to that infinite source of being, of thought, 
and of life, whom I call God, have I gone through 
a process of abstract conceptions j it is a true in- 
tuition, in which the Being of beings is aflGbmed, 
not as possible, but as real and present. 

Let Kant, if he will, reduce rational theology 
to three syllogisms. I shall tell him that he may 
be right, as opposed to a disputatious philosophy 
founded upon pure abstractions — such, for in- 
stance, as the purely scholastic theology of Wolf, 
but that he cannot reach a theology in alliance 
with facts, and firmly based upon die real and 
fruitful intuitions of consciousness. 

Let us see the proceeding to which Kant resorts 
for the purpose of overthrowing rational theology. 
After having attacked the physico-theological ar- 
gument, founded upon final causes, which becomes 
in his treatment of it a purely empirical proof, 
without any notion of absolute perfection, and con- 
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sequeritly incapable of arriving at the principle of 
existence, he subtily brings up the cosmologicai 
argument, drawn from the contingency of the 
world, to the ontoiogicai argument, upon which it 
suits his purpose to concentrate the whole discus- 
sion. But what is this final argument ? It is the 
proof with which St. Anselm was inspired by the 
subtler genius of scholasticism, and which was, 
unfortunately, resuscitated by the great geometer 
who founded modem philosophy. It consists in 
laying down .the concept of possible perfection, to 
elicit from it by a process of reasoning the real 
and actual eastence of a perfect Being. The in- 
genious subtlety of St. Anselm, and the geometri- 
cal industry of Descartes are, it is true, equally 
unable to work out this deduction. I make this 
concession to Kant, and here is the whole result of 
this portion of his dialectic enterprise. But has he 
gained his end ? has he proved the inability of the 
human mind to grasp the first principle of thought 
and being ? Clearly not. 

Such is the impression which is left upon my Kant, scep- 
mind by the study of the Critique of the pure Spe- m^^^i . 
culative Reason. From this it will seem to follow c»an, dog- 
that the great problems of religion have nothing ^r^^.* 
to do with Kant, except, indeed, as an opponent. 
But the work which I have just been considering 
does but contain one half of the philosophical 
enterprise of Kant. There are within him two 
di£Ferent men, the metaphysician and the moralist. 
The metaphysician, as I have just seen, is very near 
absolute scepticism; but the moralist is profoundly 
dogmatic, and leads the metaphysician back to cer- 
tdnty and to God. Were reason whole and entire 
in the speculative reason, man, as represented by 
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Kant, could never get beyond the circle of hrs own 
thoaghts. He would languish there as within a 
narrow sphere, wrapt in a barren contemplation of 
ideas and concepts, which are the yam images of 
a ;c^orld that can never be attained by his eyes. 
Thepracti- , g^ gj^j^ \yy gj^ ^^ ^^ spectuatiye reason, 

there is in us the practical reason also. The pure 
forms of the mtuition, the concepts of the under- 
standing,, the ideas of the reason, do not exhaust 
the analysis of the human consciousness. It in- 
A priori eludes further other a priori elements^ for instance. 

elements. ^ r x ^ /t-i 

the two great concepts or duty and or liberty, upon 
which all our moral life depends. The man of the 
speculatrre reason is a purely intellectual being, 
having- nothing to do but to think; but the true 
man is not pure intellect* He has activity and 
sensibility. He has needs, desires,- and obligations. 
He aspires after happiness, perfection, and immor- 
tality. Thus, he finds again in the bosom of 
mora? life the certainty which evaporated in his 
The Kan- Speculative researches. The soul, with its spiri- 
dutV*^ ^tuality and immortafity, God and Providence, had 
hitherto concealed themselves frran aU his eflForts. 
Resting upon the idea of duty, he seizes with a 
powerftil grasp the truths which before eluded 
him. The idea of duty is the Co^$^ erga sum of 
Kant; it is the minimum quidinconcussum^ invincible 
by doubt, which enables this new Descartes to con- 
solidate aH which he had shaken. Such is the 
general idea of the Critique of the Practical Reason; 
and it is formally asserted by Kant that this second 
work is not a wing added as an after-thought to an 
lU-conceived edifice by a short-sighted architect, 
but that jointly with the Critique rf the Speculative 
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Reason it forms a regular, complete, and harmonious 

monument.^ 

. How can the morality of Kant serve as the basis ^^J^ 

for a Theodicea? How is God, with liberty andofthepra<>^ 

the future life, one of the three postulates of the*'*^"^^"- 

practical reason ? 

Kant sets out from the fundamental concept of 
the practical reason, that is to say, from the con- 
cept of duty. He sets about proving that this 
concept has an objective character, which is not 
possessed by any of the concepts of the speculs^tive 
reason. He then maintains that the concept of 
duty communicates immediately its objectivity to a 
second concept, that of liberty, which is so closely 
linked with the first that they form together an in- 
separable whole. When this is established, Kant 
flatters himself that he has now made a step outside 
the circle of consciousness ; for liberty, if we be- 
lieve him, is not felt, it is a conclusion. The con- 
cepts of duty and of liberty, with that character of 
objectivity, whidi is pecuKar to them, have there- 
fore done that which the strongest metaphysical 
speculations could never have done. They have 
assured me of the existence of a being in himself, 
of a noumenonj for they have made me apprehend a 
free and moral being, obliged to do his duty and 
aspiring to the best employment of his liberty, that 
is to the sovereign good. But now the concept of 
the sovereign good, in which morality is summed 
up, is linked to two new concepts, in which religion 
is summed up, the concepts of God and of the 
future life. What follows from this? That the 

1 To say nothing of a third Critique of the Judgmait, which yet further 
swells out and compUcates the system of Kant. 
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moral concept onmnuiiicates its objectiye virtae to 
the religious concepts; and in the same vncy God 
and the future life, which to the speculatiye reason 
were but ideas and possibilities, become indirectly 
for us certain realities. 

We must take up the chain of this deduction, 
link by link, in order to lay our finger upon its weak 
points and upon its strong points. Kant begins by 
the concept of duty, and applying his analysis to it 
with a logical precision and a profundity of thought 
which haye been justly admired, he establishes 
its existence and its peculiarities. There are duties^ 
and every duty is absolute by its yery essence. 
Thou shalt not lie, thou shalt not steal, are self-eyi- 
dent maxims ; but is the obligation which they 
express peculiar to any time, to any place, to any 
indiyidual, to any set of circumstances? By no 
means; these maxims are necessary and uniyersal; 
to suppose a single exception to them is to destroy 
them. Setting out from this, Kant lays down as 
Thecrite- the criterion of morality the celebrated rule: 
^^^^^^ " Always so act that the maxim of your will can 
be considered as a principle of uniyersal legisla- 
tion." He triumphantly refutes all philosophers 
who pretend to explain duty, whether by educa- 
tion, like Montaigne, or by civil constitution like 
Mandeville, or by happiness, like Epicurus, or by 
sentiment, like Hutcheson, or by perfection, like 
Wolf, after the Stoics, or, finally, by the divine 
will, like Cnisius and other theologians and 

The con- phUosophers. 

ceptofduty It is demonstrated, then, that duty is an absolute 
K^ntaiw*' principle ; but is there any reason for granting an 
tries to ^ve objective value to the concept, when we refuse to 

it an objec- 
tive value. 
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admit it in reference to a host of other equally 
absolute concepts, such as those of the speculatiye 
reason? Here Kant exhausts, but exhausts in 
vain, all the resources of his subtle and inventive 
mind. He professes to distinguish the concept of He endea- 
duty from the notions of space, time, cause, sub- ^i^wto dis- 
stance, and the like. He does so partly on the ti^ concept 
ground that space and time have a reference to the f *^"ll • 

*^, . « *^ . 1 M 1 /• 1 • from those 

objects or experience, while the concept or duty is of time, 
entirely independent of them. He makes this dis- ^p**** ^^' 
t tinction on the further ground that cause and sub- 

stance, abstracted from the use which we make of 
them in the things of experience, have only a dis- 
tant and hypothetical connection with the intelli- 
i gible objects to which it is arbitrarily attempted to 

I explain their application, while the concept of duty, 

immediately and absolutely regulating diat which 
; ought to be done, and which obliges every rea- 

. sonable being, acquires, ipsofacto^ an incontestibly 

objective power, since a reasonable being cannot 
^ deny the 9bjective value of the concept of duty 

J without denying duty itself. 

J The concept of duty, invested by Kant with this objective 

J objective privilege, communicates it to many others, ^^^^p^ 

J and first immediately to that of liberty. I am here of liberty, 

f touching upon one of Kant's most extraordinary ^^^^ 

paradoxes. 
1 Whilst earnestly recognizing human liberty, he The fint 

, pretends that we have no consciousness of it. In ^f "J^ °^ 

\ his eyes, liberty is not zfactx it is a concept <3:cai reason— 

priori. Taken in itself it is merely an ideal, and ^^T 
^ only becomes a reality by the objectifying power li^erty-- 

\ attributed to the concept of duty, so that we do atTy*Kant. 

not know immediately that we are free — ^we 
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Wedo not do but concIudc it. I can only explain this strange 
mediately, and artificial deduction by saying that Kant's ab- 
dudrSat ^^^^^^ scepticism in metaphysics had fore-doomed 
we SUV free, him to empty refinements of analysis, and to all 
sorts of errors. In the Critique of the Speculative 
h^m^^' iJ^AT^/j, he wished to estabfish an alleged antinomy 
•ton comes between the laws of nature and the laws of moral 
meta^f- o^der^ According to him, in the region of expe- 
cai »cepti- rience (wWch embraces the facts of die inner con- 
*^*"* sciousness), all is submitted to an absolute fatality.. 
An exiwt Every phencMnenon, inward or outward, is deter- 
/acto thwry mined by anterior phenomena, so that diere is no 
moSiVmrooni for liberty; on the contrary, in the region 
***^™^o^ of duty phenomena which are reasonable actions 
^^^' have it as their characteristic to be referred to a free 
cause. Here is a thesis on one side, an antithesis 
on the other, from which an antinomy results-. 
Kant has imagined his theory of liberty to solve 
this and to save morality, threatened with its ruin in 
the ruin of ontology. He wishes liberty to be 
external to experience and even to consciousness, 
for the purpose of removing it from the sphere of 
operation of the law which, according to him, 
governs the world of facts* He therefore trans- 
ports it to the region of ideal things, and flattens 
himself that he has thus served the antinomy which 
he has chosen to assume. But if, in the Critique 
of Pure Reason^ to idealise liberty was enough to 
preserve it, such a course is quite insufficient in 
the Critique of Practical Peason^ To have a real 
morality and practical duties, Kant wants a real, not 
an ideal, abstract, and purely possible liberty. What 
does he do ? He transforms the ideal into the real 
in a manner as ingenious and as illusive as that in 
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^hich just now he transformed the real Into the 
ideal. We have not, indeed, if we trust to Kant, 
anything but a concept of our Uberty, instead of a 
precise and immediate sentiment But, thanks to 
the concept of duty and the marvellous objectify- 
ing faculty which he has presented it with, this 
possible and ideal is metamorphosed into a practical 
liberty. But, indeed, asks ICant, what would the 
concept of duty signify to a being deprived of 
liberty? You ought, therefore you can. If, as is 
^elf-evident, we have obligations ^ we are free to ac- 
complish them ; otherwise, we should only know 
desire and necessity; desire inclines, necessity con- 
strains ; duty alone obliges j because it alone implies 
liberty. 

It is only by the aid of these complicated and 
laborious evasions that Kant arrives at the first 
postulate of the practical reason, the real exist- 
ence of freedom. Imagining that he has rescued 
morality from scepticism, he tries to rescue reli- 
gion also from it through morality. Religion 

If morality, as established by Kant, be true, J^rou ^ 
with the law of duty as its principle, and liberty moraUty. 
as its consequence, what is the end of man ? what ie 

Kant asks if this end be virtue alone, fully end of 
seif-sufficient virtue, as the Stoics have taught. °*^ ^ 
He then examines the fundamental principle of Neither 
this great school, and comparing it with the con- 1^"*^^' 
trary principles of the Epicureans, he proves, tue (as 
with admirable strength and wisdom, that neither hl^^^ne«°'^ 
virtue nor happiness separately constitute the end (" Epicure 
of man, the chief good. Without denying, the*™ 
superiority of the Stoical principle, Kant proves 
that it is insufficient, and that it requires to be 
modified by the Epicurean principle^ which, when 
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But their in its tum reduced to itself, would be without 
*'*''"°°y- moral authority as well as without moral dignity. 
The chief good is, therefore, neither virtue alone, 
nor happiness alone, but the harmony of virtue 
and happiness. But is this sovereign good, to- 
wards which reason directs that we should inces- 
santly tend, realisable in the conditions of the 
sensible world ? Kant demonstrates the contrary 
with great power. 
This har- I. Undoubtedly, virtue is accessible to man in 
p^rbiTin ^ certain degree, since it depends upon his will 
our pre- But perfect virtue is holiness, and holiness is an 
SioT"" ideal which the will cannot attain, though it can 
.'•P«^tend, and ought to tend, towards it unceasingly. 
M immit. Thus, then, of the two elements of the sovereign 
able career, good, the first canuot be realised within the bar- 
riers of a limited existence. From this one of 
two results necessarily follows; either we must 
admit that this ideal is a deceptive chimera, which 
overthrows all moral order, or we must recognise 
after the present life an indefinite career for the 
perfecting of human morality. 
X. Happi- 2. This second conclusion is further confirmed 

• 

rfbie"here;if we cousider happiness J the second element of 

its connec-the chief good. Not only is the existence of 

vi^ueTnde- happiness impossible in this world (which com- 

pendent of pletes the proof of the future life), but the con- 

andean nectiou OF happmess With vutue is completely 

<*^y^««- independent of our will, and this connection can 

bv the Di- only be established, according to the absolute 

vine wiu. i^^s of justice, -by a will superior to the universe, 

which in some sense grasps humanity and nature 

in its hands. It is thus that, inasmuch as the 

sovereign good which the practical reason leads us 

to concpjiye as the necessary object of our will, 
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supposes of itself, as Kant asserts, a primitive sove- 
reign good from whence it can be derived, it becomes 
morally necessary to admit the existence of God. 

The great sceptic is now in possession of an Kant pro- 
absolute existence. This is surprising enough in '^y^ ^^ 
itself. But what is much more surprising is, that the nature 
after having affirmed God, he attempts to deter- ^^ ^^* 
mine His nature. Strange I The author of th€ 
Critique of Pure Reason proceeds to construct a 
rational theology after the type of Wolff. You 
have expended all your analytic subtilty and 
dialectic^ power in proving that metaphysics is 
impossible; and affer giving it the finishing blow, 
you propose to us the solution of the highest 
metaphysical problem. Your systematic circum- 
spection was such, that you were unwilling to 
affirm anything about the very object which is 
nearest to us — about the principle in us which 
incessantly thinks and acts by the light of con- 
sciousness. And yet now you flatter yourself 
with the thought that you* have penetrated the 
great mystery of existence; that you have attained 
and described the Absolute. What has become 
of the fundamental idea of your philosophical re- 
form — ^the idea which was to modify so pro- 
foundly the course of the himian mind, and to 
change the aspect of all things in the philosophi- 
cal, as the discovery of Copernicus had done in 
the physical order ? 

I cannot doubt that Kant, one of the most sys-- 
tematic thinkers in this world, had proposed to 
himself all these objections and many others. 
But when he had once resolved to save the prin- 
ciple of religious truths, when he had once 
entered upon the track of the Critique of the 
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Practical Reason^ I understand also that it ^m 
very difficult for him to refrain from going he- 
yond the bare affirmation of God. Upon what 
grounds, according to Kant, have we the right to 
affirm that God exists. Because the sovereign 
good, which must necessarily be realised, can 
only be realised by supposing God, But if it be 
so, we have a method of determining the nature 
of God. God, though apprehended by us in* 
directly, is not therefore an enigmatical principle. 
We do not see directly whajt He is, but we know 
what He must be; for we know that He must 
have all the attributes, without which it would be 
impossible for Him to be what He is; that is to 
say, the principle which realises the sovereign 
good. But to realise the sovereign good, we 
must first know it. Therefore God is intelligent. 
It is not sufficient to know it, we must love and 
will it. Therefore God is good and great. 

So speaks logic. But I leave Kant to speak 
for himself. " God,** he says, " must be omni- 
scient, that He may penetrate into our most 
secret intentions under all possible circumstances 
and in all times; omnipotent, to apportion to my 
conduct the consequences which it deserves: 
analogously, omnipresent, eternal,*' &x:. And it 
is thus, adds Kant, that the moral law, by the 
help of the idea of the sovereign good, deter- 
mines the notion of the Supreme Being — ^a result 
whkrh could not be obtained by physics, or meta- 
physics, or by the whole speculative reason. 

At the close of his Critique of the Practical 
Reason Kant makeis incredible effi)rts to demon- 
strate that it is consistent with his Critique of the 
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Speculative Reason^ and that He might doubt of Kant vain- 
God in the latter and afiirm Him in the former, ^i attempts 
without any contradiction. The practical reason, that his 
he remarks, does not extend speculative l^iiow-^^^_ 
ledge. It merely makes us know as real that^a/^orM is 
which speculative reason had conceived as pro-^^^J^ 
blematical. Liberty, immortality, God, are not Crm^te of 
new objects for the speculative reason. Th^^f^^,!. 
practical reason limits itself to assuring us of 
their objective reality, of which we were pre- 
viously ignorant. In the case of liberty this 
takes place immediately. "You ought, there- 
fore you are, free." Liberty is the a priori con- 
dition of the moral law. As for the two other 
great religious truths^ immortality and God, their 
objective reality is linked with that of liberty, 
which is itself inseparable from the moral law, of 
which we have the immediate consciousness. 

When the practical reason afltons God and 
Immortality, this is not a mere speculative need, 
a simple means of giving our knowledge a higher 
degree of unity and perfection. It is a legitimate 
need of admitting that without which the end 
which we should necessarily purpose to ourselves 
in our actions could not exist. Thus, then, the 
practical reason does not contradict, it confirms 
the speculative reason. There would be a con- 
tradiction between them, if the practical reason 
professed to extend the field of our theoretical 
speculation, and to give a transcendental use to 
our ideas. But it is not so. If the practical 
reason gives certain concepts a bearing which the 
speculative reason cannot attribute to them, that 
bearing is not speculative. Speculatively, God 

u 
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and immortality remain things impenetrable to us. 
We only know with certainty that there is a God 
and a mture life. The speculatiye reason had 
given us notice that there is something beyond 
die phenomenal. This something remains un- 
known to the practical reason, in this sense that 
practical reason cannot determine it speculatively, 
or at least that it adds nothing to the speculatiye 
ccMicepts which we had. But these speculative 
concepts presented to us the ideal and absc^te as 
simply possible. The practical reason gives them 
to us as certain. 

What must we think of these ingemous expla- 
nations? To say the truth, I think them per- 
fectly hollow, and it seems to me that all Kant's 
attempts to give to the concept of duty that objec- 
tive character which he withholds from the other 
concepts of reason, have completely failed. He 
Kant's asserts that the concept of duty has a power of 
thToM^*^ objectivity which is peculiar to itself, inasmuch as 
cept of it expresses that which should be done by every 
poS^rof* resisonable will, prescinding from the conditions 
objectivity, of experience, and thus itself realizes its objects, 
since it always depends upon the will to remain 
But the faithftil to duty. I answer that the ccmcept of 
ca^nd^ cause, and that of substance, are independent of 
•ubstence sensible objects as well as the law of duty. Sup- 
on the"*^ pose, in feet, the universe annihilated — these con- 
wmefoot- cepts preserve their own value; for it remains 

ing as those ^ \ tr • ^^ i 

of duty, true, that every ettect imphes a cause, and every 
attribute a substance. These are hollow concepts, 
says Kant. Granted. But what can be more 
unreal than the notion of duty, apart from beings 
endowed with will ? Duty, urges Kant, not only 
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rules over the moral world, as the law of causality 
rules over the physical world, but constitutes it. 
This distinction is at once false and subtle. Pre- 
scinding from moral beings, whose existence 
beyond and externally to ourselves experience 
alone teaches us, duty is nothing more than an 
abstraction without reality. All the refinements 
and subtleties which have been imagined to create 
a difference here, only prove one thing, viz., that 
the sound sense and good conscience of Kant can- 
not be penned up within the system of abstrac- 
tions and doubts, in which the fear of metaphysics 
has led him to imprison himself. 

Let us, however, suppose that the concept of Granting 
duty, such as Kant describes it, does in fact pos-*^V*°^^* 

J^ . ' . r of duty to 

sess an objective value. I assert that it cannot have an 
communicate that objectivity, to the concepts of ^^^f *^^ 
the future life and of God, nor even to the con- cannot 
cept of liberty. Undoubtedly, the maxim of^,'^'?^"^^. 
Kant — "You ought, therefore you can" — is most jectivity to 
true and beautifiil. And it is incontestable in^eptrof 
itself that duty and freedom are inseparable. But Liberty, 
I venture to say that this is true for every one i^^/ ' 
but Kant. Practically, whoever interrogates him- ^^^• 
self impartially will easily perceive that as soon as 
reason makes a man distinguish good from evil, 
conscience teaches him that he is free to choose 
one or the other. Duty is that which is right in 
itself, conceived as obligatory for a free being. 
If you take from me die consciousness of my 
liberty, you also take from me the notion of duty, 
quite as certainly as if you took from me the idea 
of right and wrong. But it is the constant and 
systematic doctrine of Kant, that liberty does not 
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fall within consciousness. In his eyes, it is not a 
feet, it is a concept a priori. This doctrine is 
strange, I admit — contrary to the striking testi- 
mony of consciousness, I am convinced — ^but it is 
the doctrine of Kant in the Critique of the Specu- 
lative Reason^ and he pretends to remain feithful 
to it in the Critique of the Practical Reason. 
The great Let US supposc, with him, an imaginary man 
thr**r- °^ ^^^ ^^ ^^ consciousness of his liberty. I will 
iionai appii- admit for a moment that this man has the concept 
the mo^ of duty. What will the result be ? According 
laws in- to Kaut, as duty supposes liberty, he who recog- 

K^ntl*' ^'^ ^^^^s ^^^y should conclude that he is free. Let 
us understand. Duty, so long as I knownot whether 
I am free, is for me but a possible and abstract 
duty. This duty implies a free being. Granted ; 
but a purely possible being, an abstract and hypo- 
thetical liberty. For instance, I say: "it is a 
duty for a free being not to hurt his fellow." But 
does this duty exist for me ? If I am free, yes : 
If I am not, no. Suppose that in place of being 
a moral person, I were a pure spirit without wants 
and without passions, or again a mere animal sub- 
mitted to instinct alone in all his acts, it is clear 
that the duty of not injuring would not exist for 
me. In this way, it follows that in the system of 
Kant there are none but conditional duties. Man 
in his system knows the laws of morality as he 
knows the laws of geometry, that is to say, as 
absolute laws, but which refer to other beings 
than he. It remains to know if he should apply 
them to himself But this question of feet can 
only be resolved by his consciousness, and his 
consciousness, according to Kant, being mute upon 
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liberty, it follows that the question is insoluble 
for him. 

And now, I grant for a moment all that Kant 
has vainly struggled to establish. Granting 
objectivity to the concept of Duty, granting that 
this objectivity is communicated to the concept 
of Liberty, and Morality saved from the ship- 
wreck, I assert that Kant vainly tortures his in- 
tellect to draw a Theodicea from these concessions. 
In his system, God is only known to us on the 
ground of His being the necessary condition of 
the realisation of the sovereign good. But what 
can be weaker or narrower than such a base, and 
how could a firm and vigorous mind like that of 
Kant deceive itself upon this point ? 

Here is a philosopher who assigned to himself weakness 
the mission of introducing into science a spirit of ^^jj^^^'^^ 
reserve and logical vigour hitherto unknown. 
Absolute affirmations upon the most familiar 
objects are suspected by him, from the moment 
he has reason to apprehend that man may be 
confounding the laws and the wants of his nature 
with the truth of things. And yet, in affirming 
the existence of the most mysterious Being, he is 
content with this reason, that man needs the 
affirmation, and that without it he could not com- 
prehend the moral government of the universe. 
But who told you that this need of God, and this 
impossibility of explaining the moral world with- 
out Him, are not a result of the constitution of 
the human mind or even merely of its limits? 
Who can assure you that God is the only legiti- 
mate hypothesis, and that there are not a thousand 
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other explanations of the enigma which weighs 
upon our weakness ? 
ride ^*^ '^^^ ^^ ^^ evident that Slant's honesty has been 
Kant's unable to refuse to recomise it, in a remai^bk 
ai^ent passage of the Critique of the Practical Reason^ 
««|ger- where he enquires whether the judgment which 
FichteT we pass upon the existence of God, as the neces- 
sary condition of the possibility of the sovereign 
good, has really an objective value. Has reason, 
he asks, the right of deciding that the harmony 
in which the sovereign good resides cannot pos- 
sibly be derived from universal laws without the 
concurrence of an All-wise Cause who presides 
over them ? It cannot ; " and to say the truth, 
the impossibility which we find in conceiving the 
perfect harmony of happiness and morality as pos- 
sible, without supposing a moral cause of the 
world, is purely subjective T To such an avowal 
it is superfluous to add anything. We can now 
easily understand how — even in the life-time of 
Kant, — when a man of genius among his disciples, 
Fichte, went over the whole system to give it 
more unity and logical cohesion, one of his first 
tasks was to rid it of this tottering Theodicea as of 
a useless appendix, and to substitute for the idea 
of God the Lawgiver (which to him seemed arbi- 
trary and anthropoihorphic), that of a moral order 
resulting from the nature of things, of a necessary 
and impersonal order, by which the legitimate 
harmony of happiness and virtue is eternally 
realised. 

1 Book II., ch. ii., § 8. 
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